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1. PROLOGUE 
1.1 Introduction 
An evaluation of  PISPAL i s  a d i f f i c u l t  t a s k  f o r  a l o t  of reasons. 
F i r s t ,  we a r e  dealing with a very broad program which includes many 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  programs, and a reas  of work as wel l  as a good number 
of ac tors .  Because o f  t h e  na tu re  of  t h e  Program, it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
i d e n t i f y  a l l  formal and informal l i n e s  of contact  and communication, a 
s i t u a t i o n  which includes not  only t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among t h e  components 
of  t h e  Program - t h e  Central  Uni t ,  t h e  Program Committee and t h e  
Research Centers and t h e i r  i n t e r n a l  r e la t ionsh ips  - but a l s o  t h e  ex i s t ing  
t i e s  of t h e  Program, e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y ,  with %he regional  
agencies (cELADE, CLACSO , FLACSO ) , and with t h e  sponsoring organizat ions.  
Regarding t h e  wr i t t en  mate r i a l  which was u t i l i z e d ,  both i t s  volwne 
and content d i v e r s i t y ,  as w e l l  as i t s  l o c a l i z a t i o n ,  posed l i m i t a t i o n s  
which prevented an appropr ia te  con t ro l  of a l l  re levant  sources. This was 
even more evident i n  connection with t h e  research p r o j e c t s  supported by 
t h e  Program; many of t h e  r e p o r t s  analyzed d id  not a c t u a l l y  r e f l e c t  t h e  
degree of progress achieved by some of t h e  p r o j e c t s ,  and i n  some instances 
it was necessary t o  ge t  i n  contact  with t h e  inves t iga to r s  i n  order  t o  ob ta in  
a more accurate desc r ip t ion  of  t h e  s t a t u s  of  t h e  p ro jec t s .  
I n  add i t ion ,  due t o  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  Program and i t s  recent  
establishment, it is  not poss ib le  t o  expect t h a t  i t s  object ives  and ac- 
complishments can be properly evaluated a t  t h i s  e a r l y  stage.  Furthermore, 
PISPAL i s  undergoing a s e r i e s  of  major i n t e r n a l  changes. The Evaluat'ion 
Panel i e  aware of t h e  nature  of  t h e s e  changes, and i n  some ins tances ,  
it is a l s o  aware of t h e i r  f u t u r e  course. However, because o f  t h e  preliminary 
s t a t u s  of  t h e s e  ideas ,  t h e  Group considers t h a t  it would be inappropr ia te  
w 
f o r  it t o  Judge them i n  any manner. 
Fina l ly ,  t h e  Program i s  not f i n a n c i a l l y  supported by one agency 
but by many of them; each one with i t s  own ob jec t ives ,  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and 
s t r a t e g i e s ,  and, a s  a r e s u l t ,  d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i a  f o r  evaluat ing PISPAL. 
The Evaluation Panel, because of t h e  above mentioned f a c t s ,  d id  not . 
pretend t o  cover adequately a l l  and each of t h e  mul t ip le  f a c e t s  of PISPAL. 
Inasmuch a s  it was not always poss ib le  t o  f i n d  out everything t h a t  should 
have been known about t h e  Program, undoubtedly, t h e r e  w i l l  be some points  
over which our f ind ings .wi l1  be considered erroneous, i f  not untimely, due t o  
t h e  l a c k  o f  more d e t a i l e d  information. Taking i n t o  considerat ion these  short- 
comings,plus t h e  d i f fe ren t  geographic and academic back~rounds  of  t h e  members 
of t h e  Evaluation Panel,  t h e i r  scant  l e v e l  of previous knowledge about 
t h e  Program, a s  wel l  a s  t h e i r  human l i m i t a t i o n s ,  we t r i e d  t o  approach t h e  
t a s k  of  evaluating PISPAL i n  t h e  bes t  s p i r i t  by g e t t i n g  t o  know it b e t t e r ,  
inquir ing about what was ignored and synthesizing what was known, always 
t r y i n g  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  what was considered t o  be important from t h e  super- 
f i c i a l .  We have a l s o  t r i e d  (and we bel ieve  it was achieved) t o  present 
i n  t h i s  repor t  a consensus; i n  t h i s  r e spec t ,  a l l  and each of  t h e  f indings  
and judgments presented were t h e  r e s u l t s  of a hard-working team e f f o r t .  
F ina l ly ,  aware of t h e  idiomatic d i f f i c u l t i e s  - t h r e e  languages were involved - 
we t r i e d  t o  put together  a c l e a r  and coherent version o f  t h e  repor t  i n  
Spanish. Therefore, t h e  Evaluation Panel considers t h e  Spanish version 
t o  be t h e  o f f i c i a l  version of t h e  repor t .  
1.2 Terms of t h e  Report 
The terms of t h e  repor t  were discussed and agreed upon a t  t h e  meeting 
of t h e  sponsoring organizat ions held i n  New York i n  October 1976. This 
meeting was attended, i n  addit ion t o  t h e  four evaluators,  by t h e  President 
of t he  Program Committee and the  Coordinator of t h e  Central Unit. 
The approved objectives were t h e  following: 
1) To study t h e  h i s to r i c  development of PISPAL, including i t s  
organizational s t ruc ture  and programs; 
2 )  To evaluate t h e  progress made toward accomplishment of t h e  pro- 
gram object ives  ; 
3 )  To evaluate t h e  qua l i ty  and innovativeness of research supported 
under t he  program, and the  extent t o  which it represents a cumulative 
body of work within each of PISPAL's t h r ee  top ic  areas;  
4 )  To evaluate t h e  program contribution t o  population policy re- 
search and t o  discussion within t h e  region; 
5 )  To evaluate t h e  cost-effectiveness r a t i o .  What is being ac- 
complished under t h e  PISPAL program t h a t  would not have been accomplished 
under other programs? 
6 )  To make a s e r i e s  of recommendations about t h e  fu ture  of PISPAL. 
1 .3  Procedures 
The procedures adopted by t h e  Group included t h e  following a c t i v i t i e s :  
1) Meetings with t h e  sponsoring agencies ( ~ c t o b e r  19761, with t h e  
Program Committee (February 1977 in  ~ e x i c o ) ,  and with t h e  Central Unit 
(February 1977, Santiago de Chile) .  
2 )  Visits t o  some of t h e  centers which a r e  prop,ram members o r  associates,  
a s  well a s . t o  other  research centers  whose areas  of work a r e  of potent ia l  
i n t e r e s t  t o  PISPAL, Also included were v i s i t s  t o  several  governmental 
agencies, in ternat ional  organizations i n  t h e  region,  and representatives of 
(1 
some of t he  funding agencies. 
( 1 )  See annex f o r  a l ist  of t h e  centers  and individuals interviewed. 
3 )  Review of t h e  b ibl iographical  ma te r i a l  produced by t h e  program o r  
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  it. This list includes:  
a )  . " ~ o n s t i t u $ i o n a l  and organizat ional" documents : proposals 
and repor t s  on t h e  program, minutes of meetings of t h e  Program Committee 
and of t h e  sponsoring i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  work plans ,  and i n t e r n a l  regula t ions  
and procedures. 
b )  Documents of t h e  Central  Unit :  Working papers, a r t i c l e s ,  
papers and presenta t ions .  
c  ) Presentat ions at  workshops and seminars. 
d )  Research proposals and f i n a l  o r  progress r e p o r t s .  
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM 
L 
2.1 Background Information 
Ear ly  i n  1971, at  t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  of t h e  Ford Foundation,. a group 
of "Bocial s c i e n t i s t s  got together  at t h e  Colegio de Mexico i n  order t o  
discuss and consider t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of e s tab l i sh ing  a program i n  Lat in  
America with t h e  goal of promoting t h e  development of population s tud ies  
which would be re levant  f o r  population p o l i c i e s .  Shor t ly  t h e r e a f t e r ,  
a prel iminary meeting was h e l d a n d  an organizing committee was formed. 
I n  September 1971 a proposal was prepared and submitted t o  poss ib le  
donors asking f o r  support of a new program c a l l e d  PISPAL (program f o r  t h e  
Social  Research of Population Issues  Relevant t o  Population P o l i c i e s  i n  
Lat in  America). 
2.2 Program Objectives 
Demography a t  t h a t  time was s t i l l  considered as pure demography; 
emphasis was placed on t h e  purely t echn ica l  aspects  (data  co l l ec t ion ,  
d e f i n i t i o n ,  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  v a l i d i t y ,  e t c . )  and t h e  ana lys i s  of demographic 
va r iab les  was done from a purely demographic point  of view. fit t h e  same 
time, demography was a l s o  considered by o t h e r s  t o  be a d i s c i p l i n e  c l o s e l y  
l inked t o  family planning. Also family planning programs were f e l t  t o  
be t h e  result of fore ign influences.  Others thought t h a t  i n  order t o  acce le ra te  
development and t o  e rad ica te  poverty i n  La t in  American countr ies ,  it was 
necessary t o  decrease t h e  r a t e  of  f e r t i l i t y .  Thus, population p o l i c i e s  
were perveived t o  be t h e  same a s  family planning programs. For t h e  
organizers o f  PISPAL, population v a r i a b l e s  were t o  be udderstood not only 
as ?integral p a r t s  of t h e  overa l l  socio-economic context  but a l s o  a s  de- 
termined by t h a t  context.  They a l s o  f e l t  t h a t  very l i t t l e  was known about t h e  
1 w 'cr9' 
re la t ionsh ip  among these  va r iab les  within t h a t  broader context .  
Population p o l i c i e s ,  seen under t h i s  new l i g h t ,  were f e l t  t o  be not  subst i -  
L t u t e s  f o r ,  but  elements o f  a comprehensive development policy.  But t h i s  new focus 
required t h e o r e t i c a l  development i n  order  t o  understand t h e  p a t t e r n  of interdepen- 
dence between t h e  demographic va r iab les  and t h e  o the r  socio-economic va r iab les ,  
a s  wel l  a s  t h e i r  combined r o l e  i n  t h e  process of development. 
In view of  t h e  s p e c i f i c  h i s t o r i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t h e  development process 
o f  Latin America, it was considered imperative t o  have t h i s  e f f o r t  undertaken by 
Latin American s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  a t  cen te r s  loca ted  i n  t h a t  cont inent ,  with t h e  
implied understanding t h a t  t h e  research work would be re levan t  t o ,  not  t o  say es- 
s e n t i a l  f o r ,  t h e  formulation o f  population p o l i c i e s .  (1) 
The i n i t i a l  proposal,  as  submitted t o  p o t e n t i a l  donors i n  1971, s t a t e d  t h a t  
t h e  general  ob jec t ive  o f  PISPAL would be: "to promote mul t id i sc ip l ina ry  research 
on t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  between socio-economic and demographic.. f a c t o r s  - a s  f a r  
as  data  and s c i e n t i f i c  analyses were concerned - i n  order  t o  understand t h e  problem 
i n  question and t h e  s o c i a l  and economic r o l e s  o f  populat ion,  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
formulation of  general o r  s p e c i f i c  p o l i c i e s  of population made by policymakers 
i n  each country." Thus, it became c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  program's audience would have 
t o  be broad enough t o  include inves t iga to r s ,  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  and policymekers, 
whom by d e f i n i t i o n  a r e  government o f f i c i a l s .  
Toward t h e  f u l f i l l m e n t  of t h i s  general  ob jec t ive ,  a s e r i e s  o f  s p e c i f i c  ob- 
j ec t ives  were defined a t  t h e  beginning: mobil izing t h e  availtrble human, i n s t i -  
t u t i o n a l  and f i n a n c i a l  resources; developing theory and methodologies appropr ia te  
f o r  t h e  socio-economic condit ions o f  t h e  region; e s t a b l i s h i n g  research p r i o r i t i e s ;  
s t rengthening t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  na t iona l  cen te r s ;  and  developing comparative 
projec ts .  
71) The ambiguity o f  t h e  term "relevant  t o  population po l i c ies"  has c rea ted  
throughout t h e  exis tence  o f  t h e  Program, images and expectat ions about t h e  
nature  o f  PISPAL. While some considered a s  "relevant" those concrete ac t ions  
which conform t o  population p o l i c i e s ,  o t h e r s  (among them t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  o f  
PISPAL) began t h e  e labora t ion o f  t h e  conceptualizat ion of  what would be c o n s i d r ~ o d  
"relevant" i n  terms o f  a s e r i e s  o f  more fundamental s tud ies  of  t h e  re la t ionsh ip  
between "population and development" i n  t h e  La t in  American context.  
Some time l a t e r ,  three basic areas of research were adopted which w i l l  be dis- 
h~' cussed in  Section k :  1) ~ i s t o r i c a l  and s tructural  analysis of the  relationship 
between production modes and population processes; 2)  Structural characteritstics 
of demographic processes; 3) Studies of population factors  i n  the context of poli- 
t i c a l  sciences. These basic l ines  of research l ed  t o  the  designation of three prior i ty  
research areas : 1 )  Agrarian s tructure and population processes ; 2 ) Urbanization, 
urban s tructure end population processes; 3) Po l i t i ca l  s t ructure and population poli- 
cies. In order t o  f u l f i l l  these obJectives, PISPAL would use as primary instruments: 
support for  research and coordination; funding of seminars and workshops; the prepara- 
t ion of basic papers; and technical assistance. 
2.3 Organization 
PISPAL was organized i n  a 'very innovative manner. The membership was determined 
on an ins t i tu t ional  basis,  selecting as participants those centers interested in ,  and 
b 
capable of developing the research themes of the  Program. These member centers, 
through t h e i r  directors o r  representatives, would form a Program Committee which would 
\ 
be the central  decision-making body of PISPAL, responsible for  the s t ipulat ion of a r e a  
of research as well as t h e i r  coordination, evaluation and reformulation. The Program 
Committee became one, of the working groups of the Commission for  Population and Develop- 
ment of CLACSO. 
The Central Unit, composed of a selected group of fi l l- t ime social sc ient i s t s ,  
was created t o  give back-up support t o  the Program Committee and t o  the member centers 
(1) Of the 31 centers vis i ted by Cerardo Gonzalez i n  1971, only eight were selected 
as participants of the Program. However, i n  order t o  allow the participation of  
other centers i n  some o f t h e  ac t iv i t i e s  of the Program, the category of "associate 
member" was established. 
L of PISPAL. Among i t s  assignments were included the  development of research, providing 
guidance i n  t he  formulation and conduct of research projects  supported by the  Program, 
coordinating seminars and workshops, and synthesizing and disseminating t h e  work of 
PISPAL. The Central Unit i s ,  and has been since the  beginning, located a t  CELADEVe 
off ices .  
Financial support f o r  research projects  as well  a s  par t i c ipa t ion  a t  seminars 
and workshops would not be l imited t o  the member centers,  Associate centers and other, 
independent invest igators  would a l so  be considered. 
As a f i n a l  point ,  it must be noted t h a t  i n  s p i t e  of the  f a c t  t h a t  PISPAL was 
created i n  1971, it only began t o  function i n  1973. Since then no important changes 
have been made i n  i t s  objectives (general  or  spec i f i c )  o r  i n  i t s  organizational struc- 
tu re .  
L 
3. PROGRAM'S ACTIVITIES 
Since its inception,  PISPAL has acted as  a l i a i son  between soc i a l  s c i en t i s t s ,  
research centers,  in ternat ional  organizations and donors; such a mechanism exis ted 
only p a r t i a l l y  i n  the  past .  The l i n e s  of comunication among these  d i f fe ren t  agents 
a r e  very d ivers i f ied  as w i l l  be seen i n  Section 5. The a c t i v i t i e s  of the  program can 
be analyzed and evaluated under t h e  various operating components of  t h e  program. These 
components encompass a wide spectrum of  a c t i v i t i e s  among which a r e  worth noting t h e  
research projects ,  the  Central Unit, documents, t h e  seminars and workshops, and the  
technical  assistance and t ra in ing  a c t i v i t i e s .  
3.1 The Research Projects 
It is a very d i f f i c u l t  task t o  evaluate t he  qua l i ty  of  t he  projects  financed - 
& under thelprogram since,  up t o  now, only one of t h e  f inished projects  has been pu- 
blished ( ~ i e ~ o  Giraldo: Migration and Health, Bogota ASCOFAME). Of t h e  approximately 
3. 
50 projects  which have been submitted t o  t he  Program Committee, 37 have been approved 
but only 1 3  have been completed. Many of  the  i n i t i a l  projects  were already under 
6~ way when the  program was begun. This analysis  i s  mainly based on the  research pro- 
posals submitted t o  t he  Program Committee and on t h e  f i n a l  o r  progress reports.  Many 
of the  research pro jec t s  a r e  not complete and thus,  ne i ther  t he  research progress o r  
t he  completed form can be evaluated yet .  The maJority of t h e  f i n a l  and progress re- 
por ts  a r e  administrat ive i n  nature, which makes it almost impossible t o  evaluate t h e i r  
s c i e n t i f i c  quali ty.  It would be necessary t o  wait f o r  the  f i n a l  versions i n  order t o  
make a val id  judgment. 
As f a r  as  financing is concerned, it can be noted t h a t  t h e  two regional organiza- 
t i ons ,  CELADE mid FLACSO have received 27.34% of t he  budget a l located t o  support re- 
search projects  under t he  Program. ( l )  The countries located i n  t he  south cone of the  
continent (Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay) have received 22.8%, Mexico has received 
18.66%, Brazi l  15.131, and Colombia 9.94%. Within t h i s  d i s t r i bu t ion ,  t h e  centers which 
. are  members of the  program (founders) have received 75%. This does not necessari ly 
mean t h a t  among t h e  re jected proposals there  a r e  not some which have been submitted 
by the members centers of t he  program. Tvo of the  projects  financed by the  program 
were submitted by unaf f i l i a ted  researchers. Only CELADE, FLACSO and CEBRAP have four 
o r  more projects  financed by the  program. Some o f  the  countries which are beginning 
t o  approach the  issues  of population policy ( e  .g. , Peru, Ecuador, Venezuela and some 
other countries i n  the  ~ a r i b b e a n )  have not had any projects  approved by PISPAL, 
despite the  f ac t  t h a t  there  is evidence i n  these areas  of centers  which could 
potent ia l ly  be incorporated i n to  t he  program. 
It should'be mentioned t h a t  there  i s  not a heavy concentration of projects  i n  any 
given demoeraphic a rea  (e.g. f e r t i l i t y ) .  The study of morta l i ty  is possibly t he  area 
t h a t  has received the  l e a s t  a t tent ion.  The general impression received a f t e r  a general 
I (1)  The panel was surprised a t  t h i s  high percentage since it i s  believed t h a t  despite 
the  f ac t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t he  "golden age!? fo r  population s tud ies ,  sources of funding a re  
s t i l l  scarce and both CELADE and FLACSO have b e t t e r  chances of ge t t ing  funds from other 
sources than the  pr iva te  Latin American research centers.  , 
review of the  projects  financed by the  program, i s  of a high degree of  heterogeneity i n  
the topic areas. Such a f ac t  sometimes gives the  impression t h a t  a l l  o r  .almost all 80- 
c i a l  problems a r e  r e l a t ed  t o  population--potentially a t  l e a s t .  This s i t ua t i on  i s  proba- 
b ly  caused by t h e  ambiguity i n  defining the  term "relevant t o  population po l ic iesn  
and &so by the  f a c t  (due t o  the  recent creat ion of the  program) of  having t o  meet a 
research denhd  generated i n  t he  centers ,  ra ther  than responding t o  demand generated by 
a vide dif fusion of  a research "program". These f a c t s  a re  not  mentioned t o  diminish 
the  academic merits  of many of t h e  projects  financed by the  program, however, ' their 
l eve l  of contribution s t i l l  i s  not  c l ea r  i n  terms of t h e  re la t ionsh ip  between popula- 
t i on  and development o r  t h e i r  relevance t o  population po l ic ies .  
The qua l i ty  of many o f  these projects  i s  subject  t o  discussion and it would be 
necessary t o  wai t ,  a s  has been sa id ,  t o  see the  f i n a l  versions, It is qu i te  probable 
t h a t  some of the  proposals submitted t o  PISPAL would not have been f'unded i n  another 
& type of  competition, e i t h e r  because of  the  r e l a t i ve ly  low qua l i ty  of  the  projects  pre- 
sented, o r  because t he  proposals as submitted were incomplete. It w&d seem t h a t  i n  
some cases, the  name of t he  invest igator  and the  top ic  have been considered t o  be more 
important than the  content; i n  other  cases, it would appear t h a t  it was necessary t o  
make a l o t  of fundamental revis ions  i n  the  i n i t i a l  proposals i n  order t o  improve t h e i r  
quali ty.  These f ac t s  have given r i s e  t o  cr i t ic isms on the  pa r t  of individuals not in- 
volved i n  the  projects  described above, whom have seen t h e i r  proposals receive only 
adverse comments. However, the Panel i s  aware t h a t  t h i s  procedcre i s  qu i te  normal i n  
Latin America where within t he  group of  soc i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  one knows what everyone 
e l s e  i s  doing. On the  other  hand, taking i n t o  consideration the  promoting ro le  being 
played by PISPAL, it is  qui te  possible t h a t  there  has been,in some instances,a desi re  
on the  par t  of PISPAL t o  a t t r a c t  qual i f ied researchers and competent centers  who had 
been previously re luctant  o r  indifferent  toward research on population issues by ap- 
b proving t h e i r  projects  which, under o ther  circumstances, would have been rejected.  For 
these reasons it is not surpr is ing t o  f ind  t h a t  many times a project  i s  approved based 
on dif ferent  c r i t e r i a  than those ac tua l ly  found i n  t he  proposal. 
The majori ty o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  a r e  not  only supported by t h e  Program. Many o f  them 
It 
a* p a r t  o f  l a r g e r  p r o j e c t s  o r  a r e  co-supported by o t h e r  sources. Thus, t h e  t o t a l  dol- 
lar amount requested fYom PISPAL i s  r e l a t i v e l y  low (approximately an average o f  $20,000 
This low f igure  can a l s o  be explained i n  p a r t  by t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  da ta ,  in-  
s t e a d  of each p r o j e c t  having t o  generate i t s  own. 
3.2 The Comparative Research 
Since t h e  beginning o f  t h e  program grea t  importance w a s  placed on comparative re-  
search. The problems inherent  t o  t h e  consolidat ion o f  t h e  program could explain,  i n  
p a r t ,  t h e  delay i n  i t s  i n i t i a t i o n .  Not u n t i l  r ecen t ly  ( ~ u g u s t  1976) was a comparative 
p ro jec t  i n i t i a t e d  which includes t h r e e  coun t r i e s  (Chi le ,  Colombia, and Peru) ;  Uruguay 
and Paraguey w i l l  a l s o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a t a n g e n t i a l  w a y .  The sub jec t  i s  reg iona l  de- 
velopment, public  p o l i c i e s ,  i n t e r n a l  migrat ion and urban dominance. The study pro- 
poses t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  determinants o f  migration t o  t h e  metropolis  and t o  examine t h e  
f ac to r s  which explain t h e  l o g i c  o f  c a p i t a l i s t i c  development, t h e  r o l e  o f  public  pol i -  
c i e s  and some poss ib le  a reas  o f  ac t ion  i n  regard t o  p o l i c i e s .  Thus, it i s  a p ro jec t  
which is  extremely ambitious and d i f f i c u l t  t o  undertake; bes ides ,  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  model 
i s  n o t  t o o  p r e c i s e ,  t h e  hypotheses t o o  general  and t h e  s p e c i f i c  methodology remains 
t o  be defined by t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  centers .  This means t h a t  a s  o f  t o  da te  it is not  
t o o  c l e a r  what i s  going t o  be compared ( i f  it can be done) o r  how t o  do it. 
Perhaps a s t rong  i n t e l l e c t u a l  l eader sh ip  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  Central  Unit has  
been lacking,  a condit ion which could have been e a s i l y  correc ted  i f  t h e  p r o j e c t  were 
a l e s s  ambitious one. Some member and a s s o c i a t e  member cen te r s  have expressed complaint 
about not  being consulted i n  t h e  e l abora t ion  of t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  long 
research experience i n  t h i s  f i e l d .  A first d r a f t  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  was prepared by t h e  
Central  Unit and w a s  broadly disseminated; based on t h e  comments received,  a second 
$ir-p. 
d r a f t  was w r i t t e n ,  i n  which many of  t h e  de f i c i enc ies  o f  t h e  f i r s t  version were corrected 
thereby making t h e  p r o j e c t  more f e a s i b l e .  The l ack  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  l eader sh ip  on t h e  
p a r t  o f  t h e  program, a point  which i s  p ra i sed  by many people because it does not  i m -  
pose i t s  own view-points, could l e a d  t o  many r i s k s  which, i n  t u r n ,  could prevent t h e  
results f'rom being comparable. I n  s p i t e  o f t h e  above, t h e  Panel sees  t h e  need f o r  
such comparative s t u d i e s  and i s  aware of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  mistakes made i n i t i a l l y  
can be  correc ted  and a r e  considered t o  be inherent  t o  a first attempt. 
3.3 The National Inventor ies  
For t h e  country i n ~ e n t o r i e s ~ w h i c h  had been planned i n  t h e  work program of  PISPAL, 
t h e  Central  Unit designed t h e  c l a s s i . f i ca t ion  c r i t e r i a  and delegated t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
of  car ry ing them out  t o  t h e  na t iona l  centers .  O f  t h e s e  inven to r i e s  only f i v e  have been 
completed ( four  o f  them have been published,  B r a z i l ' s  i s  s t i l l  i n  p ress ) .  In  reading 
t h e  published volumes, which have been widely disseminated i n  Lat in  America, t h e r e  a r e  - 
problems o f  coverage o f  t h e  reviewed l i t e r a t u r e .  The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system u t i l i z e d  
b v  ( a reas  and subareas)  does not  seem t o  b e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r ,  e spec ia l ly  f o r  those  who 
a r e  not  familiar with t h e  demographic f i e l d .  The references  do not  include t h e  place .- . 
where t h e  mater ia l  c q  be re t r i eved .  In  some cases ,  t h e  sketches a r e  t o o  poor (vague 
o r  not c r i t i c a l  enough). It would seem t h a t  , in  some cases  t h e  cen te r s  did not t ake  t h i s  
Job se r ious ly  and delegated it t o  inexperienced s t a f f ;  i n  t h i s  ins tance ,  such probleme 
could not  have been cor rec ted  by t h e  Centra l  Unit. The i d e a  i t s e l f  t o  prepare these  
inven to r i e s  has been one o f  t h e  b e s t  received PISPAL a c t i v i t i e s  i n  Latin America and, 
i n  many cases,  it represents  t h e  only channel o f  information about t h e  program. I n  t h e  
fu tu re ,  it would be  a good idea  t o  c o r r e c t  these  mistakes and publish a more accurate 
second e d i t i o n ;  given present  t e c h n i c a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  poss ib ly  a regular  updating of  the  
inventory (eeg . ,  microfilm, b ib l iographies  placed i n  e l e c t r o n i c  systems, e t c .  ) should 
be considered. 
3.4 The Technical Papers of t h e  Central  Unit 
The Centra l  Unit has  prepared t o  da te  1 5  t e c h n i c a l  papers and various o thers  . 
(Such U a r t i c l e s ,  papers,  repofis.. . . ) . 'Phe major i ty  o f  these  review d i f f e r e n t  
aspects  of t h e  population l i t e r a t u r e .  Due t o  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  it is 
b not  poss ib le  t o  review each o f  these  papers i n  g rea t  d e t a i l .  Many of them are mono- 
graphs which b r ing  together  da ta  and references  on diverse  top ics  such as regional  
d i f f e r e n t i a l s  and demographic changes, o r  urbanizat ion dimensions and agrarian s t ruc-  
t u r e  i n  Lat in  America. The maJority r e f e r  t o  t h e  Lat in  American region as  a wholq. 
Such s t u d i e s  a r e  a genuine contr ibut ion t o  t h e  understanding o f  demographic processes 
and development i n  Latin America. One o f  t h e  more emphasized themes i n  these  papers 
of 
i s  t h a t  / "s t ructura l  heterogeneity", through which a t t e n t i o n  i s  c a l l e d  t o  t h e  s i g n i f i -  
cant d i f ferences  between countr ies  and within them. The d a t a  come, p r inc ipa l ly  
from CELADE and CEPAL, but very few e f f o r t s  a r e  made t o  evaluate  these  data ,sources  
i n  terms o f  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  coverage, r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y .  
Another very commending aspect  o f  t h i s  work r e f e r s  t o  i t s  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  
character ;  only i n  very few cases can one guess by t h e  content o f  t h e  papers, t h e  
academic background of t h e  authors. Despite showing an adequate knowledge of  s t a t i s -  
t i c a l  and methodological techniques, t h e r e  appears t o  be no obsession f o r  t h e i r  in- 
discriminate use. These are considered t o  be instruments with which t o  achieve objec- 
t i v e s  and no t  t h e  object ives  themselves. 
Equally i n t e r e s t i n g  i s  t h e  p l u r a l i s t i c  character  observed i n  t h e  papers of  t h e  
Central Unit. This does not  mean t h a t  t h e  ideological  perspectives o r  t h e  influence 
I 
o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  schools a r e  unknown, but  t h a t  a job has been accomplished by a team 
i n  which t h e  co l l abora to r  shares h i s / h e r  own views i n  t h e  t o t a l  work of  t h e  program. This 
could l e a d  t o  a considerat ion o f  t h e  advantages and disadvantages o f  such an approach 
i n  doing PISPAL'c work. Up t o  t h e  present  (which'could a l s o  be explained by t h e  re- 
cent  inception o f  t h e  program) one cannot see  a precise  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  which 
would guide t h e  study o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between population and development i n  t h e  manner 
planned a t  t h e  b e g i m i n g  o f  t h e  program. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, it can be s t a t e d  t h a t  i f  
the  program adopts a more r i g i d  perspective.  it would c e r t a i n l y  gain i n  depth and 
coherence, bu t  it would a l s o  a t  t h e  same t ime,  c lose  many o f  t h e  doors which a r e  cur- 
r e n t l y  open t o  it. 
&. 
3.5 The Seminars and Workshops 
These two a c t i v i t i e s  were es tab l i shed  within t h e  program i n  order  t o  obta in  
a better coordination o f  the  research program and f o r  t he  enrichment o f  t he  member 
centers  by interchanging information, research f indings,  and experience. The d i f -  
ference between a seminar and a workshop l i e s  i n  t h a t  seminars have a more general 
audience (and a l s o  heterogenous) snd a broader coverage; it i s  a forum f o r  exchanging 
ideas,  experiences, and research- progress from which new research d i rec t ion  can be SUg- 
gested and stimulated. 
The workshops have a more s p e c i f i c  object ive  and r e f e r  t o  t he  p r i o r i t y  research 
areas  o f  t h e  program. Their  goal i s  t o  compare and study t he  d i f f e r en t  t heo re t i c a l  
and methodological focuses used by t h e  inves t iga to rs ,  t o  prepare research p ro jec t s ,  o r  
c t o  examine the  degree o f  progress o f  t h e  same, being these  country o r  comparative s tu -  
dies.  
Review o f  t he  papers presented a t  these  two type of meetings shows uneveness i n  
t h e i r  academic l e v e l  as wel l  a s  great  d ive r s i t y  i n  t he  topics .  It i s  poss ible  here , too 
t h a t t h e r e  has been a lack of leadership  on t h e  p a r t  o f  t h e  organizers i n  demanding 7 
more ser ious  commitment from the  par t i c ipan t s  and a b e t t e r  organized and coordinated 
program. The pos s ib i l i t y  o f  doing these  meetings i n  conjunction with o ther  e n t i t i e s ,  
f o r  example, o the r  working groups o f  t he  Commission f o r  Population and Development of  
CLACSO, would be mutually rewarding but a l so  could diminish the  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of 
each en t i t y .  However, th,e Panel has observed t h a t  these  meetings a r e  h$ghly regarded 
by Latin American inves t iga to rs  and have been not  only a forum f o r  interchanging ideae, 
but a l so  fo r  generating new ideas.  Their  cos t s  can be considered high,  but  we bel ieve  
t h a t  t h i s  type o f  a c t i v i t y  can be highly rewarding i n  terms of p r e s t i ge  f o r  t he  program. 
b 
3.6 Technical Assistance 
The technical  a s s i s t ance  work i s  c a r r i e d  ou t  by t h e  Central  Unit;  it covers a 
broad gamut of  a c t i v i t i e s  from advis ing member cen te r s ,  t o  advising in te rna t iona l  
organizat ions,  academic i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and governmental agencies. I n  t h e  last two 
cases,  t h e r e  is  t h e  condition t h a t  such ass i s t ance  w i l l  be provided with t h e  consent 
and poss ib le  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t h e  program's member centers .  The Evaluation Panel 
has heard many times t h e  comment t h a t  t h i s  type of  a ss i s t ance  t o  governments should 
a l s o  be done i n  reference t o  t h e  formulation of  population p o l i c i e s  and/or i n  t h e  
planning o f  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h a t  area.  This s i t u a t i o n  seems t o  result, among o the r  
th ings ,  from t h e  anbiguity and genera l i ty  with which t h e  program's object ives  are  
perceived. It has been observed throughout t h e  program's h i s t o r y  t h a t  many times 
t h i s  advisory function i s  c a r r i e d  out  by t r a i n i n g  t h e  governments' policymakers o r  
c inves t iga to r s  of  population p o l i c i e s ,  and at o t h e r  times by helping t o  strengthen t h e  
nat ional  cen te r s  (and i f  t h a t  i s  t h e  case,  under t h e  guidance o f  t h e  Central Unit)  
so t h a t  these  can, i n  t u r n ,  assist t h e i r  r e spec t ive  governments. A s  of  t o  date ,  w e  
do not know of any government which has sought t h e  ass i s t ance  of  PISPAL. It is necessary 
t o  mention t h a t  many of t h e  cen te r s  i n  t h e  program do not  f i n d  it poss ib le  t o  advise t h e  
governmental agencies because they want t o  maintain t h e i r  independent s t a t u s  i n  view 
of t h e  d e l i c a t e  i s sues  involved i n  population p o l i c i e s ,  o r  because they do not  t o t a l l y  
o r  p a r t i a l l y  share t h e  same p o l i t i c a l  ideology o r  be l i eve  it is appropriate o r  per t inent .  
However, i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  above, t h e  program has made arrangements (and it has already 
done s o )  t o  work c lose ly  together  with t h e  regional  agencies (such as CELADE, 
ILPES, e t c . ) ;  through such col labora t ion it i s  hoped t h a t  many of t h e  program's r e s u l t s  
w i l l  be disseminated and w i l l  reach t h e  Latin American governments a t  l e a s t  i n  an indi- 
r e c t  way. 
b Another controvers ia l  point  i s  t h a t  o f  t echn ica l  a s s i s t ance  t o  small centers .  
Without denying t h a t  such ass i s t ance  has been provided i n  t h e  pas t ,  it can be observed 
t h a t  t h e  general s t r a t e g y  has been t o  Strengthen those centers  which need it t h e  l e a s t .  
Even i f  it is  t r u e  t h a t  i n  many ins tances  t h e r e  a r e  cen te r s  t h a t  are not capable of 
e labora t ing a research proposal,  o t h e r  ways of col labora t ing with them should be sought, 
no t  fo rge t t ing  t h a t  such s m a l l  c en te r s  a r e  t h e  rudimental elements xieeded f o r  t h e  atudy 
of t h e  processes which are of  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  program, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  those  countries 
where t h e r e  is a g r e a t e r  need f o r  such an  e f f o r t .  I n  t h i s  regard,  it is  important t o  
point  out  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some cen te r s  ( f o r  example, CIESU i n  Uruguay) have been ab le  t o  
guarantee t h e i r  su rv iva l  with t h e  he lp  provided by PISPAL. Such cases are very commend- 
able  and represent  a testimony t o  t h e  program's ample c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  s trengthening those 
e f f o r t s  t h a t  otherwise could have disappeared. 
3.7 Training 
This is  one o f  t h e  most neglected a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  program. Despite t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  many members o f  t h e  Central  Unit have teaching a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  program as  such has 
not undertaken any. Since t h e  program's i n i t i a t i o n ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  i n v i t i n g  inves- 
t i g a t o r s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t s  of t h e  Central Unit was v isual ized.  This type 
of  t r a i n i n g  could be instrumental  i n  breaking t h e  v isc ious  c i r c l e  inherent  t o  smaller 
cebters ,  desp i t e  t h e  po ten t i a l  r i s k  o f  misusing young inves t iga to r s  a s  cheap l abor  f o r  
rout ine  work. It should be added t h a t  r eeen t ly  t h e  program decided t o  ac t ive ly  col la-  
borate with FLACSO i n  t h e  awarding of a postdoctora l  fel lowship i n  s o c i a l  sciences and po 
pula t ion under FLACSOts d i rec t ion .  
4. RESULTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE PROGRAM 
The Evaluation Panel decided t o  make an attempt t o  measure t h e  degree o f  success of  
PISPAL i n  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e  object ives  f o r  which .it was organized, i n  terms o f  i t s  r e s u l t s  
and contributions.  Keeping i n  mind t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  most d i f f i c u l t  p a r t  o f  t h e  report ,  
inasmuch a s  it is a r i sky  undertaking sub jec t  t o  t h e  s u p e r f i c i a l i t y  and b iases  inherent  
L 
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t o  br iefness ,  we proceeded t o  elaborate a s e r i e s  of questions such as:  I f  PISPAL did 
not exist, would it be j u s t i f i ed  t o  c rea te  an organization j u s t  l i k e  i t ?  Is PISPAL 
& .  
meeting t he  object ives  s t a t ed  i n  i t s  i n i t i a l  proposal? What has been i t s  l e v e l  of euc- 
cess and what are i t s  major pkblems? What is  it t h a t  we  can f i nd  i n  PISPAL khi=h cannot 
be found i n  other  programe? (This l a s t  question was ra i sed  i n  t h e  terms of 
reference f o r  the  evaluation. ) 
4.1. Objectives of t h e  Program, Basic Lines and Areas of Pr ior i ty .  
Like with many other  ambitious and innovative enterpr ises ,  the  i n i t i a l  scope of 
the  PISPAL objectives was very broad. While it was c l ea r ly  s t a t ed  t h a t  there  was a 
need t o  st imulate in te rd i sc ip l inary  research on the  interdependence between socio- 
economic fac tors  and population fac tors ,  as well a s  on t h e i r  mutual r o l e  i n  the  formu- 
L 
l a t i o n  of population po l ic ies ,  t h i s  general objective def in i te ly  required fur ther  e la-  
boration and specif icat ion.  However, t he  spec i f ic  object ives  of PISPAL mentioned before 
i n  Section 2,  which were i n i t i a l l y  i den t i f i ed  "to f u l f i l l  the general objective" were 
oriented more toward the  establishment of a s e r i e s  of  implementing mechanisms than toward 
a greater  specif icat ion of  the  general object ives  a s  such'. 
\ 
Two years l a t e r ,  PISPAL establ ished i n  several  documents, the  so-called "basic areas 
of research o f  the Program" : 
"a) His tor ical -s tnrctural  analysis of t he  re la t ionsh ip  between t h e  modes of produc- 
t i on  and population processes i n  Latin America. The purpose behind t h i s  being t o  advance 
the  development of a theore t ica l  frame which would allow an in-depth study of the inter-  
\ 
re la t ionship between socio-economic and p o l i t i c a l  factors ,  on one hand, and demographic 
factors  on the  o ther ,  keeping i n  mind the  cha rac t e r i s t i c s  not only of the  region but 
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a l so  of  each country within t h a t  region. This a rea  is  considered the  basic  area  of the  
Central Unit ( t he  underlining i s  ours) .  
b )  S t ruc tura l  charac te r i s t i cs  of the  various demographic processes. This l i n e  
6rW leads t o  the  deta i led analysis of t h e  re la t ionship between cer ta in  economic, soc ia l  
and p o l i t i c a l  fac tors  and demographic var iables  i n  d i f fe ren t  contextual s t ructures  and- 
h i s to r i ca l  periods. 
c )  Studies o f  population factore involved i n  the  policy sciences, spec i f ica l ly  
i n  re la t ion  t o  t he  formulation, implementation and evaluation of population policies". 
For t he  f i r s t  time, t h e  PISPAL documents use terminology (such a s  "his tor ical -  
s t ruc tu ra l  analysisr',end "modes of production") which has characterized the dominant 
theore t ica l  school i n  t he  soc i a l  sciences i n  Latin America i n  the  l a s t  decade. In  
other words, PISPAL accepted the  challenge t o  combine t h e  h i s to r ica l - s t ruc tura l  perspec- 
t i v e  with t h a t  of population. In  our opinion, the  point (b )  i r  not analyt ical ly  inde- 
pendent from the f i r s t  ( a ) ;  and the  t h i r d  ( c )  c lea r ly  es tabl ished the  need t o  consider 
population po l ic ies  within t he  power s t ruc ture  of each par t icu la r  country. 
e 
While the  centra l  objective of PISPAL did not receive, as previously noted, any 
subsequent specif icat ion,  th ree  p r io r i t y  areas of research were iden t i f i ed ;  these sup- 
posedly, i n  one way o r  another, a re  r e l a t ed  t o  the  basic  areas previously mentioned. 
These p r io r i t y  areas are:  
a) Agrarian s t ruc ture  and population processes. 
b )  Urbanization, urban s t ruc ture  and population processes. 
c )  P o l i t i c a l  s t ruc ture  and population policy. 
In  t h i s  last l i s t ,  we f ind t h a t  the  th i rd-pr ior i ty  area i s  very similar t o  the  
third-basic area  mentioned before. The f irst  two ( a  and b)  c a l l  a t t en t ion  because of 
t h e i r  l e v e l  of generali ty;  i n  t h i s  sense it i s  perplexing t o  observe t h a t  there  i s  vir- 
t ua l l y  no project  which could not be c l a s s i f i e d  under one of them. 
C 4.2 The Program and Demographic Themes 
One point  which caught t he  a t t en t i on  o f  t h e  Panel when reviewing t h e  publicat ions 
of PISPAL was t h e  l imi ted  a t t en t i on  given t o  t h e  demographic dimension. It i r  under- 
stood t h a t  "demographic processes", "demographic variables'!, andnpopulation dynamics", 
should be examined i n  r e l a t i on  t o  t h e  economic, s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  f ac to rs ,  but  
nothing i s  s a id  about t h a t  which i s  being explained. Perhaps t h e  authors of  those pa- 
pers we reviewed, f e l t  t h a t  t h e  demographic components a r e  so  self-explanatory t h a t  
the re  i s  no need f o r  f u r t he r  explanation. 
The demographic dimension i s  composed o f  t h r ee  major processes (dynamics) : fe r -  
t i l i t y ,  morta l i ty  and migration, which i n t e r a c t  i n  various forms t o  produce d i f f e r e n t i a l  
population growth pa t t e rns ;  similarly a demographic composition corresponds t o  d i f f e r i ng  
population processes. This 'is a very complex process i n  which t h e  s t r uc tu r e  and composi- 
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t i o n  of t he  population r e s u l t  from t h e  above-mentioned processes and these ,  i n  tu rn ,  a re  
determined by t h e  s t r uc tu r e  and composition of t h e  population. The understanding o f  t h i s  
process of "genetic res t ructur ing"  ( o r  s t r u c t u r a l  genesis)  i s  what enriches demography 
analys is  and makes it useful  f o r  more complex t heo re t i c a l  spec i f i ca t ions .  
The s t i l l  d i s t r e s s i ng  l im i t a t i on  i n  t h e  so-called "demographic t r a n s i t i o n  theory" 
indicates  t h a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  understanding about t h e  interdependence among demographic 
variables end t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i onsh ip  with socio-economic f ac to r s ,  i s  s t i l l  very poor* 
Despite g r ea t  e f f o r t s  t o  explain how t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  occurred i n  those  countries where 
it w a s  experienced, these  s tud ies  have only demonstrated t h e  inherent  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  
ident i fy ing t he  per t inen t  re la t ionsh ip  and t h e  near  impossibi l i ty  of generalizing t o  
o ther  contexts. This a ide  discussion was done t o  manifest t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PISPAL's work 
does not show t h a t  it has t r i e d  t o  i den t i f y  t h e  key var inbles  of population composition 
( f o r  example, sex and age s t r uc tu r e ,  r a c i a l  o r  e thn ic  ca tegor ies ,  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s ,  family 
composition) o r  t h e i r  relevance t o  t h e  study o f  socio-economic fac to rs .  In  b r i e f ,  our 
in te rpre ta t ion  o f  t h e  program's work ind ica tes  t h a t  demographic va r iab les  have not  
received t h e  a t t en t i on  they deserve. Our impression i s  t h a t  t h e  authors,  as seen i n  t he  
documents of t he  Central Unit as well  a s  i n  the  research projects ,  workshops, and 
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seminars, consider demography t o  be no more than a source of data. 
It is necessary t o  c lar iPy t h a t  the  Panel is  not suggesting t h a t  the  PISPAL per- 
sonnel and those who carry  out i t s  projects  should dedicate themselves more t o  fonnal 
demography. This i s  obviously not the  purpose of the  Program. The s p i r i t  of our ob- 
servation i s  t o  emphasize t h a t  the  population model, i n  which demographers have worked 
f o r  a long time, cannot be e i t h e r  ignored o r  l e f t  out  i n  t he  study of t he  interre la t ionsh 
between population and socio-economics. It would be hoped t h a t  the  Central Unit 
members would have benef i t ted by physical promixity t o  CELADE, s ince t h i s  organization ha 
the  bes t  demographic researchers i n  Latin America. There a re ,  however, very c l ea r  in- 
dications t h a t  whatever contact exis ted was not too close. 
We believe t h a t  the  formal demographers a t  CELADE did not know how t o  appreciate 
the  significance of the  pioneering e f f o r t s  of PISPAL and, on t he  other hand, t he  Central 
(L. Unit perhaps saw the  work of the  demographers a s  a simple source of data. Therefore, 
t h i s  lack of  contact prevented the  Program from having the  opportunity t o  appreciate 
the  importance of theore t ica l  work i n  demography ( f o r  example, Lotka, Keyfitz, Lopez 
Tom, e t c . )  and i t s  possible contribution t o  h i s to r ica l - s t ruc tura l  analysis.  
4 . 3  The Program and t h e  Historical-Structural  Focus. 
It should be noted, i n  t he  f i r s t  place,  t h a t  t he  adopted theore t ica l  focus-the 
his tor ical - -s t ructural  model--has been gaining i n  populari ty (unlike other  theore t ica l  
perspectives such as t h a t  o f  modernization) because it conform b e t t e r  t o  t he  de- 
velopment conditions of Latin Americazi countries. However, t he  focus i s  s t i l l  promissory 
a s  
inasmuch/a great  number of theore t ica l  and methodological questions are  unresolved. 
One gets  t he  general impression, t h a t  t h i s  focus serves as  a common denominator (um- 
brella'') under which all s o r t s  of perspectives are  found. S t a r t i ng  with those who argue 
& t h a t  no important phenomenon can be adequately explained without ident i fying i t s  struc- 
t u r a l  geneses and t h a t  these l a t t e r  a re  more important than psychological explanations, 
up+to  others  who maintain a s t r i c t l y  Marxist in te rpre ta t ion ,  a l l  of  these researchers 
c a l l  themselves historical-sttucturalist8. Perhaps it may not be redundant t o  r e c s l l  
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t h a t  t h e  most important innovative e f f o r t  ever  made i n  Latin America belongs t o  those 
who used Marx as a s t a r t i n g  point  i n  t h e  i den t i f i c a t i on  of  s i gn i f i c an t  problems. 
Within t h e  h i s to r ica l - s t ruc tu ra l  school, it i s  widely accepted, as s t a t e d  by Marx, t'het 
each socie ty  has i ts  own population laws, but frequently t h i s  school does not  go beyond 
t h i s  statement, thus  many questions implied by t h e  p r inc ip le  a r e  l e f t  unanswered. 
4.4 Theoretical  Contributions o f  t h e  Program's Work 
A review o f  t h e  PISPAL pro jec t s  l eads  t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  t he  majority o f  them 
fa l l  within t he  h i s t o r i c a l - s t r uc tu r a l  framework. For example, i n  t he  Argentinian pro- 
j ec t s ,  Maria M. Chirico s tud ies  the' in t roduct ion of t h e  l abo r  c l a s s  i n  the  economic for- 
mation of Argentina; Adriana Marshall explores t h e  labor  market and t h e  syndical  move- 
ment; Jorge Balan analyzes the  r o l e  pleyed by t h e  regional  centers  i n  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  
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development of Argentina and t h e  f ac to r s  involved i n  t h e  formation of t h e  l abor  market, 
based on t h e  development of t h e  modes of production i n  Mendoza and Tucuman; and M. 
Cavarozzi examines t he  ro l e  and impact of t he  S t a t e  i n  the  development o f  t h e  l abor  
force i n  t h e  manufacturing industry.  None of  these  papers gives a precise  explanation 
of the  r o l e  p l w e d  by demographic var iables  i n  the  processes s tudied;  t h a t  i s ,  t h e  subjec' 
of population does not appear t o  consti tu*the cen t r a l  theme i n  these  s tud ies ,  nor  i s  
it evident what contr ibut ion these  w i l l  make t o  t h e  study of  population and development. 
A r i c h e r  and more coherent example is t h a t  of  t he  CEBRAP pro jec t s  ( t h e  cen te r  which 
has had the  l a rge s t  number of p ro jec t s  financed by t h e  Program). l'llis cen te r  can be 
c i t e d  as t h e  most successful  one, a s  far a s  meeting t he  obJectives of PISFAL i s  concerned 
s ince  it is considered t o  be one of  the  pioneers i n  t he  use o f  t he  h i s to r ica l - s t ruc tu ra l  
framework. Despite t he  d i spa r i t y  i n  qua l i ty  o f  t he  p ro jec t s  supported by t h e  Program, 
CEBRAP i s  wel l  known i n  Latin America f o r  t h e  high qua l i t y  of i t s  researchers and pro- 
jec ts .  The seven pro jec t s  financed by t he  Prbgram cover a wide range o f  i s sues  ( ~ o l o -  
n izat ion of the  Amazon, t h e  r o l e  of t h e  Church i n  f e r t i l i t y ,  agrar ian  s t r uc tu r e  and 
Braz i l i an  reg iona l i za t ion ,  e t c . ) .  Many o f  t h e s e  s tud ies  a r e  p a r t  of  
a l a r g e r  research  p r o j e c t  on human reproduction (which has i n  addi t ion  
o t h e r  oources of  support) .  The CEBRAP p r o j e c t s  do use demographic in -  
formation and show an e f f o r t  t o  delve deeper i n t o  t h e  t o p i c  of  population 
and development. 
Without wanting t o  make t h e  comments on t h e  p r o j e c t s  t o o  long,  
we f e e l  though t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  o f  Lucfo Gel ler  is worth mentioning 
s i n c e  it is  t h e  one most involved i n  t h e  e f f o r t  o f  r e l a t i n g  demographic 
concepts and da ta  with a Marxist o r i e n t a t i o n ;  it attenipts t o  answer 
quest ions r a i s e d  from a Marxist o r i e n t a t i o n  using modern techniques o f  
mult i-variate ana lys i s .  F ina l ly ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  of  Raul Benitez Zenteno, 
which i s  t h e  most ambitious of a l l ,  at tempts t o  i n t e r p r e t  Mexican h i s to ry  
from t h e  pre-Colombian e r a  through t h e  present  from t h e  s tandpoint  
of demographic s t r u c t u r e  and processes.  One of t h e  mer i t s  o f  t h i s  
p r o j e c t  i s  t h e  attempt it makes t o  examine t h e  demographic impact of 
t h e  Spanish laws, a sub jec t  which adds more relevance t o  t h e  p ro jec t  
i n  evaluat ing  t h e  i n d i r e c t  impact of governmental a c t i o n s  on population. 
It has been mentioned many times t h a t  one of t h e  t a s k s  of  t h e  
Central  Unit i s  t o  develop 8 theory on t h e  h i s t o r i c a l - s t r u c t u r a l  re- 
l a t i o n s h i p  between modes of production and populat ion processes. It 
would appear, from reviewing t h e  docments ,  t h a t  t h i s  t a s k  has not 
been adequately c a r r i e d  out .  Of t h e  Central  Unit members, Angel Fucaraccio, 
(perhaps t h e  most knowledgeable of  t h e  Marxist doct r ine  i n  t h e  Ccntral  
Uni t ) ,  along with Fernando Gonzalez (~ocument 110. l l ) ,  make o prcsenta-  
t i o n  of t h e  thoughts of Marx and Engels about populat ion,  but without 
at tempting a c r i t i c a l  evaluat ion.  Oddly e n o u ~ h ,  t h e  author t h a t  perhaps 
has contributed more than anyone else i n  Latin America t o  t h e  develop- 
ment of  a Marxist perspective i n  population, Paul Singer of CEBRAP, 
i r  bhrely  mentioned i n  the '  papers of t h e  Central  Unit. Him vork de- 
serves  more a t t en t i on  on t h e  p a r t  of PISPAL. The same could be 
s a i d  of  Alvaro Viei ra  Pinto  %rho has approached t h e  t heo re t i c a l  s tudy 
o f  demography from t h e  perspective o f  d i a l e c t i c a l  reasoning. 
Since t h e  establishment o f  t h e  Program, it was '  suggested by t h e  
Program Committee t h a t  a high l e v e l  seminar should be held t o  study 
t h e  contr ibut ions  of  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l - s t r uc tu r a l  focus t o  t h e  analys is  
o f  population s t r uc tu r e  etnd processes. This t a s k ,  which has been post- 
poned even more than t he  comparative research p ro j ec t ,  is  considered 
necessary t o  t he  development o f  appropriate theor ies  and,methodologits 
i n  t he  a r ea  i n  which PISPAL is  working, and it would be a genuine 
contr ibut ion t o  t h e  understanding of t he  re la t ionsh ip  between popu- 
l a t i o n  and development i n  t h e  Latin American context. 
One ge t s  t h e  impression t h a t  t h e  Central  Unit has not  8s y e t  
developed its o m  perspective.  It would be t oo  s imp l i s t i c  t o  j u s t  
sey t h a t  t h e  Central Unit members are less incl ined t o  use t h e  his-  
t o r i c a l - s t r uc tu r a l  pe'rspective than t h e i r  colleagues who work i n  o the r  
centers .  I f  t h e r e  i s  any theme which is  ra i sed  repeatedly i n  t he  
work o f  t h e  Central  Unit it i s  t h a t  of " s t ruc tu ra l  heterogeneity" 
which ce r t a i n ly  is  a component of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l - s t r uc tu r a l  perspective.  
However, t h e  Panel has c e r t a i n  doubts about i ts t heo re t i c a l  po ten t ia l .  
In  l i g h t  of th.e documents reviewed and a s  confirmed during our 
v i s i t  t o  t h e  Central  Unit,  it is  evident  t h a t ,  up t o  t h e  present ,  a 
sense o f  p l u r a l i t y  has been maintained aa wel l  as a lack  of  d o c t r i n a l  
pos i t ions  i n  approaching t h e  research problems. However, it should 
be mentioned t h a t  extreme plura l i sm could become a r i s k  conducive t o  
ec lec t i c i sm and, consequently, t o  t h e  conduct of s t e r i l e  research.  
4.5 The Pro~ram and Population P o l i c i e s  
It i s  appropriate t o  underl ine here t h e  statement i n  t h e  general  
objec t ive  of PISPAL t h a t  t h e  research o f  t h e  Program should l e a d  t o  
a b e t t e r  understanding by policy-makers of t h e  demo~raphic i s sues  and t h e  
eocio-economic l inkages t o  population ; thus  it i s  es tab l i shed  t h a t  
policy-makers are t h e  f i n a l  audience of  t h e  Program. Perhaps t h i s  last  
aspect  of  t h e  program w a s  t h e  most appealing t o  t h e  donors and, there-  
fo re ,  t h e  success of  the  Program could be measured by the  degree t o  
which t h e  Program has met t h a t  objec t ive .  
The quest ion o f  PISPALts audience i s  not  unre la ted  t o  the  i s sue  
of "relevance t o  population policies1 ' ,  an ambiguous phrase which i s  
repeatedly mentioned during long discussions o f  t h e  donors, t h e  Pro- 
gram Committee, and a l s o  i n  t h i s  r epor t .  It is a well-known f a c t  t h a t  
f o r  t h e  formulation of  population p o l i c i e s  a s e r i e s  o f  inputs  a r e  re- 
quired. These, usual ly  generated by t h e  research,  a r e  commonly re-  
fer red  t o  as elements "relevant" t o  p o l i c i e s .  However, s ince  i n  r e a l i t y  
such inputs  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  i n  character  (d iagnost ic ,  theor ies ,  s t r a t e ~ i e s ,  
e t c . ) ,  t h e i r  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  w i l l  depend on t h e  s p e c i f i c  condit ions i n  
each country. It is,  the re fo re ,  d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not  impossible, t o  de- 
f i n e  i n  advance what ehould be considered as "relevant". The d i f f i -  
c u l t i e s  increase  as t h e  concepts o f  what i s  understood as population 
p o l i c i e s  vary and a l s o  depending (as  Raul Atria o f  t h e  Central  Unit 
would su re ly  agree) on t h e  model of development wi th in  which such 
p o l i c i e s  a r e  framed. 
Because o f  these  ambiguit ies ,  it is not su rpr i s ing  t h a t  some 
groups c r i t i c i z e  PISPAL f o r  not  having produced enough mater ia l  o r  pro- 
vided t h e  necessary t echn ica l  a s s i s t ance  t o  governmental agencies 
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  developing t h e i r  own population programs o r  i n  reaching 
t h e i r  demographic object ives .  Without going as f a r  a s  t h e  above s t a t e -  
ments, which we bel ieve  weaken t h e  object ives  o f  t h e  Program, ( s ince  
t h e r e  a r e  o the r  agencies more capable o f  doing such j o b s ) ,  it i s  c l e a r  
L t o  t h e  Panel t h a t  a port ion of  t h e  work produced by PISPAL has l i t t l e  
o r  no reference t o  what i s  commonly c a l l e d  s tud ies  of population; t h i s  
f a c t  makes one th ink t h a t  j u s t  adding t h e  word demographic t o  t h e  
t i t l e  w i l l  make i t s  funding e a s i e r  ( a  very common s i t u a t i o n  as long 
a s  demography i s  i n  vogue, not only i n  Lat in  America bu t  throughout 
t h e  world). The lack of d e f i n i t i o n  a l ready mentioned i n  t h i s  same 
sec t ion ,  has resu l t ed  i n  t h e  broadening o f  t h e  concept of  population 
t o  such an extreme t h a t  it has become a synonym f o r  socie ty .  But even 
within t h e  f i e l d  of population (as  understood by t h e  exper ts  i n  t h i s  
a r e a )  it would seem t h a t  sometimes whatever i s  considered t o  be r e l a t e d  
t o  population is  a l s o  considered re levant  t o  p o l i c i e s .  
Very few e f f o r t s  (with t h e  noted exception o f  t h e  work o f  Raul At r i a  
of t h e  Central  Unit)  have been made s o  f a r  t o  p r i o r i t i z e  what should 
4tiV be considered "relevant", i n  research,  t o  population po l i c ies .  The 
Panel has observed t h a t  PISPAL has centered i t s  e f f o r t s  c loser  t o  
one of t he  extremes of a very broad "relevancy continuum", focussing 
on basic and f'undamental s tudies  which a r e  necessary t o  the  understanding 
and specif icat ion of the  re la t ionship between population and develop- 
ment. It would be hoped (and we believe so )  t h a t  such e f f o r t s  would 
serve as  a frame of reference fo r  subsequent projects ,  which i n  g rea te r  
o r  l e s s e r  degree, would get  c loser  t o  t he  other extreme of t he  "rele- 
vancy continuum" ( the  one of  progrcunmatic r e a l i t y ) .  The Panel a l so  
heard several  opinions about the  contempt of the  Program for  projects  
dealing with other  demographic aspects such a s  f e r t i l i t y  and marriage, 
a s  well  a s  i t s  almost t o t a l  disregard fo r  the  subdect of mortali ty.  
In addit ion,  the lack of reference i n  the  Program's vork t o  the  
b World Papulation Plan of Action and t o  t he  events and publications which 
preceded o r  followed it is s t r ik ing .  
On the  other  hand, as has been s t a t ed  many times i n  t h i s  repor t ,  
t he  Program has echoed a s e r i e s  of asser t ions ,  already well-known in- 
t e rna t iona l ly ,  such a s  the  interdependence between population and 
socio-economic fac tors ,  the conceptualization of population po l ic ies  
a s  pa r t s  of a broader development s t ra tegy ,  t h e  u t i l i t y  of analyzing 
t h e  processes of decision-making a s  well a s  the  ac tors ,  e t c .  Within 
t h i s  context, perhaps the  most important contribution resu l t ing  from 
the mutual contact between the  Central Unit and the  group a t  CELADE 
which deals with population po l i c i e s ,  occurs i n  the  iden t i f i ca t ion  of 
par t i cu la r  s t y l e s  of development and the  introduction of population 
po l ic ies  (many times impl ic i t )  i n t o  t he  s t r a t eg i e s  which define such 
f&pY s ty l e s .  It i s  a shame t o  say t h a t  t he  Panel did not have the  opportunity 
t o  learn i n  d e t a i l  about the  advanced project  on t h i s  subject  a t  CELADE; 
b i n  it the  s t r a t e g i e s  of development of four countr ies  ( ~ r a z i l ,  Chile,  
Costa Rica and ~ u b a )  and t h e i r  impact on demographic va r iab les  a r e  being 
compared. 
The papers presented at t h e  Seminar on P o l i t i c a l  St ructure  and 
Population Po l i c ies  c antia ago de Chile,  1975) a r e  a valuable contr ibut ion 
t o  t h e  study of t h i s  complex area  despi te  t h e i r  heterogeneity i n  content 
and l e v e l .  They r e f l e c t  a s e r i e s  of concerns and conclusions which could 
be worthy of f u r t h e r  explorat ion.  
The f a c t  t h a t  governments have never requested advise from the  
Central  Unit does not mean i n  any way t h a t  t h e  Program has not  been success- 
f u l .  It was mentioned i n  Section 3 t h a t  PISPAL performs such advisory' r o l e s ,  
through t h e  country centers .  The Program has a l s o  found other  i n d i r e c t  ways 
b 
(and perhaps even more e f f i c i e n t  i n  La t in  America) of  reaching the  govern- 
ments through international 'agencies o r  programs (such as  CELADE , IRG) , a s  
wel l  through t h e  s t i l l  very poor channel of  i t s  publ ica t ions .  Certainly t h e  
Program should se r ious ly  consider o the r  means of reaching policy-makers. 
4.6 Conclusions 
It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  summarize t h e  conclusions reached by the  Panel,  
s ince  this i s  one of t h e  most d i f f i c u l t  sec t ions  of t h e  r e p o r t  and a l s o  
the  one which lends i t s e l f  most t o  controvers ies .  It i s  a l s o  on these  
po in t s  where the  ups and downs of PISPAL a r e  more c lear1  y seen. 
On the  one hand, t h e  Panel concludes t h a t  sotlie of t h e  expectat ions 
placed on the  Program did  no t  produce t h e  des i red  r e s u l t s ,  despi te  t h e  
L high l e v e l  of autonow and t h e  l a rge  budget of PISPAL. Perhaps t h e  weakest 
po in t  r e l a t e s  t o  the  new perspect ive  f o r  bridging the  re la t ionsh ip  between 
b populat ion and developnent, which i s  s t i l l  i n  i ts  infancy. Cer ta in ly  
t h e  Panel  is not f i c k l e  i n  i t s  demands ( a s  was t h e  case with Sergei  Diaghilev, 
the  famous manager of t h e  Russian B a l l e t ,  who had Jean Cocteau i n  charge of 
producing a new b a l l e t ;  when Cocteau asked him what he s p e c i f i c a l l y  would l i k e  
t o  see ,  Diaghilev answered "amaze me". Of course,  t h e  Panel was not expecting 
t o  be "amazed" when learning about t h e  r e s u l t s  of  PISPAL's work, but  it was 
mainly i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the ways i n  which PISPAL had been opening up new paths 
i n  order t o  f u l f i l l  i t s  s t a t e d  ob jec t ives .  
On t h e  o the r  hand, the  Panel r e a l i z e s  t h a t  t h e  above f a i l u r e s  stem 
from def ic ienc ies  of a s t r u c t u r a l  nature which a f f e c t  t h e  organizat ion and 
performance of  t h e  progrem and, consequently, have prevented t h e  t o t a l  accom- 
plishment of the  object ives ;  t h i s  means t h a t  the  weaknesses i n  PISPAL r e s u l t  
from weaknesses i n  i t s  s t r u c t u r e  and not from e r r o r s  o r  omissions on the  
p a r t  of a c t o r s  associa ted  with t h e  Program. The next  sec t ion  w i l l  d e a l  
with this sub jec t  i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l .  
During the  evaluation per iod,  t h e  Panel had i n  mind, more than once, 
the  case of another Latin American agency which was ab le  t o  crea te  and dis-  
seminate throughout t h e  region i t s  ideology - t h i s  i s  t h e  case of ECLA. A 
highly  s k i l l e d  team, under the  leadership of Raul Prebisch,  was able t o  
c r e a t e  a new l i n e  and school o f  thought , whose influence on t h e  governments 
and academic i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  a s  we l l  a s  i n  t h e  in te rna t iona l  arena, showed 
t h e  g rea t  Latin American p o t e n t i a l  f o r  producing i t s  own ideas .  I n  t h e  
fu tu re ,  we would expect something s i m i l a r  from a program such a s  PISPAL. 
Only then could we say without naivety o r  f i ck leness  t h a t  "we a re  amazed". 
5. THE PROGRAM'S STRUCTURF: AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 
1. Introduction 
After  severa l  months of work and r e f l e c t i o n  about PISPAL, i n  an at- 
tempt t o  evaluate and o f f e r  suggest ions,  the  Evaluation Panel has reached 
the  conclusion t h a t  it would be important t o  include i n  t h e  f i n a l  repor t  
a more in-depth ana lys i s  of t h e  a c t u a l  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  Program and i t s  
e f f e c t s  s ince  we believe t h a t  by s o  doing we can f i n d  explanations f o r  
c e r t a i n  program def ic iencies .  The Panel is aware t h a t  many of these  de- 
f i c i e n c i e s  stern from the  newness of PISPAL. Many of them could not have 
been prevented a t  the  beginning but  can be correc ted  now. 
Based on t h e  documents .which c o n s t i t u t e  PISPAL, we w i l l  t r y  f i r s t  
&I t o  examine i t s  s t r u c t u r e  and the  most important functions of the  various 
a c t o r s  i n  the  organizat ional  s t r u c t u r e .  We w i l l  then attempt t o  evaluate 
t h e  re la t ionsh ip  among these  a c t o r s ,  between the  Frogram and t h e  r e s t  of 
t h e  academic community, and a l s o  between the  Program and t h e  governmental 
agencies involved i n  d e v e l o p e n t  planning. 
2. Actors i n  the S t ruc tu re  o f  PISPAL 
I n  the bas ic  proposal submitted t o  the donors i n  1971, the  present  
organizat ional  s t r u c t u r e  o f  PISPAL was already defined as including: t h e  
Program Committee, member cen te r s ,  associate-member centers  and t h e  Central  
Unit. 
In  regard t o  t h e  Frogram Committee, the  p ~ o p o s a l  s t a ted :  "it i s  
believed t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  cen te r s ,  should take  ac t ive  p a r t  i n  the 
b decisions which e s t a b l i s h  general  p o l i c i e s .  Toward this end, a Program Com- 
mit tee  w i l l  be formed, set-up as  a Working Group o f  t h e  Commission of Popu- 
l a t i o n  and Development of  CLACSO, which w i l l  be the  pol icy  body; t h i s  group 
w i l l  include a representa t ive  from each of the  Program's member centers  
and the  Coordinador of t h e  Central  Unit." There are  two more points  worth- 
mentioning: 1) A l l  centers  col laborat ing i n  the  Program would pa r t i c i pa t e ,  
i n  a democratic way, i n  the  Committee, the pol icy  body of PISPAL; 2)  The 
Program would be c losely  l inked t o  CLACSO a s  one of t h e  Working Groups of 
i t s  Commission f o r  Population and Development. A s  t h e  Program's policy 
body, it would be the r o l e  of the  Canmittee t o  define PISPAL'S program, 
examine i t s  progress,  evaluate i t s  results, propose and adopt modifications. 
Although, a s  w i l l  be seen l a t e r  on, the  Central Unit was given a subs tan t ia l  
ro le ;  it was the  respons ib i l i ty  of t he  Program Conanittee t o  define the  basic 
l i n e s  t o  be developed. 
Among i t s  other  functions, it was delegated t o  the  Committee the  
respons ib i l i ty  of choosing the  agency whi ch would function a s  t h e  headquarters 
C 
of t h e  program's Central Unit as well  as  deciding on the  admission o r  sus- 
pension of member centers .  Since the beginning, two types of pa r t i c i pa t i ng  
centers were defined: member centers  and associa te  member centers .  
The member centers  would be those "centers which, because of t h e i r  
i n t e r e s t s  and research program, a re  very much i n  agreement wi th  t he  Program's 
object ives .  The Committee, formed by representa t ives  of these  centers ,  would 
assume before the  s c i e n t i f i c  community and donors, the  respons ib i l i ty  of 
managing t h e  Program. 
It should be recognized t h a t  the  c r i t e r i o n  used t o  define the  types 
of membership i s  vague. During t he  h i s to ry  of  t he  Program, the re  has been 
no attempt t o  define i n  a more precise  way t h e  c r i t e r i a  used fo r  acceptance 
by t h e  Program a s  a member center .  Actually, perhaps t h i s  might not  have 
L 
been necessary considering t h a t  t he  cur ren t  member centers  are  s t i l l  those 
or ig inal ly-admit ted  a t  t h e  beginning of the  Program. 
L 
The se lec t ion  of t he  member centers  began, a s  mentioned i n  Section 
2, a f t e r  t h e  v i s i t  of Gerardo Gonzalez of CELADE t o  3 Lat in  American ten- 
ters; t h e  centers  se lected were the  following: CEBRAP, CEDIP, CELADE, CEUR, 
the  " ~ o l e g i o  de Mexico", ASCOFAME, FLACSO, and ISUNAM*. The Evaluation 
Panel was not able t o  determine the  c r i t e r i a  used a t  t h a t  time fo r  the  
se lec t ion  of those e ight  centers.  One of the  people who thought of t he  
idea  of c rea t ing  PISPAL, informed the  Panel t h a t  i n i t i a l l y  it was agreed 
t h a t  the  membership of PISPAL would expand a s  new centers  with s imi la r  in-  
t e r e s t s  were being formed. However, a f t e r  reviewing t h e  o r i g i n a l  documents 
and minutes o f  t he  Program, it seems very c l ea r  t h a t  the re  has. been an in- 
c reas ing  res i s t ance  t o  the admission of new centers .  For example, a t  t h e  
Program Committee Meeting of March 1974, it was decided t h a t  cen te r s  applying 
f o r  admission as "members" should first be admitted as members." 
b A t  t h e  Committee meeting o f  November, 1975, it was agreed not  t o  admit 
new centers  because of t he  " c r i t i c a l "  s i t u a t i o n  of PISPAL. According t o  
the  repor t  of t h e  donor representa t ive ,  t he  Program Conrmittee a t  t h e  meeting 
of March 1976, decided t h a t  i n  order  f o r  a Center t o  be accepted by the Pro- 
t l  gram a s  associate" it should f i r s t  submit a research proposal t o  t h e  Program. 
The associa te  member centers  would be those "which only have a 
t angen t ia l  i n t e r e s t  t o  pa r t i c i pa t e  i n  t h e  Program o r  those which have ser ious  
l im i t a t i ons  i n  assuming t he  commitments involved i n  being members of t h e  
Program Committee.'' I n  accordance with t h i s  de f i n i t i on  it seemed t o  us 
t h a t  t he  associate-member centers  would be those which did  not  have a pro- 
fess iona l  group dedicated pr imar i ly  t o  the study of population ( a s  under- 
stood i n  general  terms by PISPAL), o r  d id  not  have the in f ras t ruc tu re  
b 
necessary f o r  the  performance of the  functions required a s  Committee members. ------------ 
* Of the  e igh t  member cen te r s  founder of  t he  Program, 7 have continued; 
mDIP resigned recen t ly  due to a reorganization of t he  Universi ty it belongs t o .  
The lack of a c l e a r  c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  de f in i t ion  of member center  makes it 
6ib d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand how associa te  member centers consequently a r e  
defined. 
I f  t h e  c r i t e r i a  used f o r  the  admission of assoc ia te  member centers  
were never c l e a r ,  ne i the r  were t h e i r  rights and obl igat ions .  In  the 
minutes of t he  Program Ccanrnittee meeting held i n  March 1974, it i s  s t a t e d  
t h a t  "it w a s  agreed t h a t  t he  pa r t i c i pa t i on  of associa te  member centers  i n  
PISPAL should be more p rec i se ly  regulated". From what we have observed, 
nothing was ever done i n  t h i s  regard. 
I n  regard t o  the  Centra l  Unit,  the  i n i t i a l  proposal on the  Program 
s t a t e d  the  following: "The Central  Unit w i l l  be physical ly  s i t u a t e d  i n  the  
o f f i ces  of one o f  the  member centers  of t h e  Program and w i l l  be formed by 
a mul t id isc ipl inary  team of soc i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  which would include experts 
bitv on a range of f a c to r s  - demographic, economic, s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  - 
considered re levant  t o  the  general  objective". Although the  respons ib i l i ty  
of  s e l ec t i ng  the  Central  Unit members belonged t o  the Director of  the  center  
where it was located,  it was always c l ea r  t h a t  t he  Central  Unit should follow 
the  d i rec t ives  as  defined by t h e  Program Committee. 
Among t h e  functions o f  t he  Central  Unit ,  some of an administrat ive 
type and othere  substantive i n  nature,  it appears t h a t  the  most important, 
and c e r t a i n l y  the  most innovative o f  a l l  i s  t h a t  of ac t ing  a s  a "think tank", 
t h a t  i s ,  functioning a s  an i d e n t i f i e r  no t  only of knowledge gaps i n  popu- 
l a t i o n  s tud ies  i n  Latin America, but  a l so  o f  ways t o  c lose  them, a s  well  a s  
pointing out  new d i rec t ions  f o r  research on the r e l a t i onsh ip  between popu- 
l a t i o n  and development. 
I t  i s  not  mentioned anywhere i n  t he  various documents, what kind of 
hli~v re la t ionsh ip  e x i s t s  between the  Program and t h e  donors; t he r e  i s  hardly a 
reference about t he  l i n e s  'of communication between PISPAL and the  donors; 
L communication which i s  es tabl ished through a representa t ive  of the  l a t t e r  
group. A t  t h e  beginning i t  was agreed t h a t  t h e  donors would f i nanc i a l l y  
contr ibute  t o  the  development of t he  t o t a l  program .and not  toward the  costs  
of spec i f i c  p ro jec t s  (program support and not individual  p ro jec t  support)  . 
However, t h e  only exception considered a t  t h a t  time was t h a t  of t he  UNF'PA, 
which provided funds t o  cover t he  administrat ive expenditures of the  Central  
Unit. 
5.3 Relat ionship between t he  Various Actors 
The c r i t e r i a  used i n i t i a l l y  f o r  the  establishment of the  Program 
I 
Committee and the  Central Unit,  a s  wel l  a s  f o r  the  assignment of functions 
t o  each ac to r  does not appear i n  any of t h e  documents reviewed by the  Panel. 
A s  mentioned i n  the  previous sect ion,  many of t h e  problems observed 
b v  i n  the  research program financed by PISPAL as  wel l  a s  those observed i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  the r e s u l t s  of the  Central  Unit a re  due t o  a l a ck  of a more 
precise  de f in i t ion  of t h e  elements cons t i tu t ing  the new focus assigned t o  
PISPAL; t h i s  t a sk ,  i n  the l a s t  analys is ,  is t he  r e spons ib i l i t y  o f  the  Program 
Committee. Perhaps the  very composition of the  Committee, which i s  made up 
of center  d i r ec to r s  (inmersed i n  the  thousands of administrat ive problems 
known by all) d id  not  provide the  best environment f o r  t h e  thinking and 
def in i t ion  of more c l ea r  l i n e s  and a more s t ruc tu red  program. The Chairman 
of the  Committee was never exclusively dedicated t o  the Program because h i s  
o ther  reppons ib i l i t i e s  at the center  he i s  a f f i l i n t e d  w i t h  prevented t h i s .  
Under such circumstances, it was impossible t o  ask t h e  Committee t o  exercise 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  leadership within the Program. For these reasons and a l so  
considering t h a t  t he  Central Unit was given the job of developing t h e  
L 
e h i s t o r i c a l - s t r u c t u r a l  framework, it seems t h a t  t h e  Program Committee 
always had t h e  expectat ion t h a t  i t  would be t h e  Central  Unit which would 
possess a b e t t e r  understanding of t h e  new methods f o r  bridging t h e  study 
fo t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between population and development. 
I n  addi t ion ,  t h e  Central  Unit could not p lay  t h e  innovative r o l e  
expected form it because of t h e  lack of experience of i t s  members i n  the  
a r e a  of populat ion s tud ies ,  as previouslymentioned,  and a l s o  because o f  t h e  
l ack  of s t rong i n t e l l e c t u a l  leadership  on the  p a r t  of t h e  Program Committee, 
s ince ,  while depending on t h e  guidel ines  providea by the  Program Committee, 
it did not have the  opportunity of receiving more s p e c i f i c  d i rec t ions .  
Throughout the  interviews wi th  t h e  members of the  Program C o m i t t e e  a s  
wel l  as with those o f  the  Central  Unit,  the  Evaluation Panel perceived an 
b uncomfortable r e l a t i o n  between these  two groups. On the  one s ide ,  severa l  
members o f  t h e  Central  Unit do not  s e e  t h a t  t h e  Committee, i n  general ,  i s  
def in ing a c t i v i t y  areas  f o r  them, nor do they f e e l  t h a t  it i s  giving them 
t h e  comments and c r i t i c a l  elements t o  t h e i r  work. On the  o ther  s ide ,  some 
of t h e  members of t h e  Comi t t ee  consider t h a t  t h e  adminis t ra t ive  expenses 
of the  Central  Unit a r e  too  high i n  r e l a t i o n  to i t s  accomplishments a s  well  
a s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the  cos t  of  t h e  Program. The a c t u a l  physica l  separa t ion 
of t h e  o f f i c e  of t h e  Pres ident  of the  Committee and t h e  Centra l  Unit has 
a l s o  contr ibuted t o  t h e  l a c k  o f  communication and b e t t e r  understanding be- 
tween these  two grups. 
Inasmuch a s  t h e  members of  the  Centra l  Unit are h i red  by CELADE, 
they a r e  a l s o  considered United Nation's o f f i c e r s  and a r e  h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  
subordinated t o  t h e  Director  o f  CELADE. It i s  obvious t h a t  because of t h i s  
s i t u a t i o n  a good re la t ionsh ip  between t h e  Committee and t h e  Central  Unit 
g r e a t l y  depends on the  performance of t h e  Director  of CELADE. Because of  
t h i s  set-up some bel ieve  t h a t  t h e r e  might be a tendency on the  par,t  of the 
t h e  members of the  Central  Unit t o  consider themselves a s  p a r t  o f  the  s t a f f  
of CELADE where au thor i ty  i s  c l e a r l y  es tab l i shed  and e a s i e r  t o  accept and 
' 
where there  i s  a l s o  g rea te r  profess ional  s t a b i l i t y .  This l a s t  f a c t o r  i s  
considered even.more important i n  view of t h e  current  s i t u a t i o n  i n  Chile 
and the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  majori ty of t h e  members of  t h e  Central  Unit a r e  
Chileans. These f a c t o r s  could l e a d  t o  the  considerat ion of t h e  existence 
o f  a possible double l o y a l t y  on the  p a r t  of  the  members of  t h e  Central  
Unit t o  both CEL,A.DE and PISPAL. 
Despite having a s  one of t h e  permanent members of t h e  Program Committee 
t h e  Secre tary  t o  t h e  Commission f o r  Population and Development of  CLACSO, the 
f a c t  that t h i s  same Committee i s  a l s o  one of the  Working Groups o f  the Commis- 
s i o n  poses a problem. The o the r  working groups a r e  formed by inves t iga to r s  
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the same topic ,  a r e  very f l e x i b l e  i n  terms o f  t h e i r  composition 
b and count on t h e i r  own modest resources t o  carry  ou t  t h e i r  research.  The 
Connnittee, i n  con t ras t ,  has  a r i g i d  composition formed by center  d i r e c t o r s  
( o r  t h e i r  representa t ives)  who a r e  no t  always a c t u a l l y  involved i n  doing t h e i r  
own research and i n  addi t ion  have a t  t h e i r  d isposal  a l a rge  budget. The 
l inkages between t h e  Commission and the  C d t t e e  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  formal and 
have been the  cause of a g r e a t  dea l  of  resentment on the  p a r t  o f  t h e  Conmission. 
As previously  mentioned, the  only formal contact between PISPAL and 
t h e  donors has been made through t h e  donors' r ep resen ta t ive .  This person, 
s ince the  incept ion o f  the  Program, does no t  have access t o  the meetings of 
t h e  Program Committee with the  exception o f  the  l a s t  sess ion  of  each meeting 
where he/she i s  infoi.med.about t h e  approved decis ions .  It appears l i k e  there  
has been an  atmosphere of  avoidance each time t h e  represen ta t ive  has made. 
euggestions i n  the  name of the  donors. 
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On the  other hand, the  donors do no t  have a complete understanding 
of t he  progress of t he  Program' and have delegated p a r t  of t h e i r  r espons ib i l i ty  
t o  t h e  representa t ive ,  who because of t he  magnitude of t h e  t a sk ,  f inds  himself/ 
herse l f  overwhelmed by the  amount of work involved. This same s i t ua t i on  would 
explain,  i n  pa r t ,  the d i f fe ren t  perceptions and expectat ions the  donors have 
about the  Program. These f a c t s  do not  appear i n  the  judment of the  Panel, 
t o  provide t he  bes t  environment f o r  the  conduct of t he  Program. 
The re la t ionsh ip  between the  Program and t he  La t in  American academic 
community i n t e r e s t ed  i n  the study of population, looks t o  us  t o  be one of the 
most important aspects  of PISPAL, s ince  the  Program has a s  one of i t s  funda- 
mental object ives ,  t he  development of a new focus f o r  population s tudies  i n  
the  region, and i n i t i a t i n g  contact  with s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s .  The Panel  only 
had the  opportunity t o  visit a few of t he  many research centers in te res ted  
L i n  population s tud ies .  I n  s p i t e  of t he  d i f f i c u l t i e s  involved i n  generalizing,  
the  Panel observed t h a t  the re  was g rea t  s im i l a r i t y  i n  the answers given about 
the  degree o f  knowledge of PISPAL and the  relevance of i t s  work. Many of these 
centers  have a fragmentary understanding of PISPAL (which has been obtained 
through personal  contacts  wi th  t he  members of the  Committee and of the  Central  
u n i t )  and do no t  receive any of i t s  publ ica t ions .  The Directors of the centers 
interviewed were i n t e r e s t ed  i n  learning about the c r i t e r i a  f o r  admission t o  the 
Program, and t h e  condit ions required f o r  proposal submi ssi on and f i nanc i a l  
ass is tance  f o r  t h e i r  research p ro jec t s .  I n  s p i t e  of t h i s  pos i t ive  image, it 
i s  necessary t o  mention some of t he  f a i l u r e s  o f  the  Program. One center  which 
has f ive  o r  s i x  soc i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  i n t e r e s t ed  i n  population i s sues ,  and which 
has ca r r i ed  out  research on t h i s  area  before,  had i t s  request  f o r  admission 
re jec ted  by the  Program Committee. I n  the  communication about the  re jec t ion ,  
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t h e  Committee's explanation was very vague and was found t o  be i n  con- 
t r a d i c t i o n  t o  t h a t  given by a member of t h e  Central  Unit .  We consider th is  
a very pecu l i a r  s i t u a t i o n  i n  t h a t  t h i s  same center  later on was i n v i t e d  t o  
p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  comparative research p r o j e c t  and i t s  proposal was approved. 
It should be observed that the  lack of good formal channels of  com- 
munication between PISPAL and t h e  non-member centers  l eads  t o  misunderstanding 
when such channels a r e  s u b s t i t u t e d  by o the rs  of a more informal type. A 
d i r e c t o r  of a center  was informed i n  1977 t h a t  t h e  maximum amount provided 
by PISPAL t o  support research was $7,000. Antoher d i r e c t o r  mentioned i n  
1976 t h a t  t h e  papers describing t h e  requirements and procedures f o r  request ing 
support were not s e n t  t o  him because theprogram had no money. A t h i r d  
d i rec to r  s a i d  t h a t  he was informed by someone i n  PISPAL t h a t  h i s  center  had 
f i r s t  t o  become an  assoc ia te  member i n  order t o  request  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t ance  
f o r  i t s  p r o j e c t s .  
Not one of these  centers  expressed opposit ion t o  the  ob jec t ives  
of  t h e  Program, on t h e  contrary,  a l l  showed g r e a t  enthusiasm about t h e  new 
focus PISPAL was t r y i n g  t o  give t o  populat ion s tud ies  i n  La t in  Pmerica. 
The few governmental agencies v i s i t e d  manifested l e s s  knowledge, o r  
no knowledge a t  all, about t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of PISPAL. The Evaluation Panel 
assumed i n  these  ins tances  t h e  r o l e  o f  an exposi tor  of what PISPAL i s  and 
found g rea t  enthusiasm about the  Program and a l s o  g r e a t  i n t e r e s t  i n  coopera- 
t i n g  wi th  it as wel l  as i n  u t i l i z i n ~  i t s  r e s u l t s .  
5.4 Conclusion 
The Evaluation Panel  considers t h a t  t h e  organizat ional  s t r u c t u r e  of  
PISPAL and t h e  way it has been operated, caused a s e r i e s  of problems f o r  t h e  
Program which should be kept  i n  mind when th inking of a reformulation of t h e  
same. 
The permanent composition of the Program Committee and the ' r e s i s t ance  t o  
the admission of new members have l ed  t o  the suspicion of a lack of object ivi ty  
i n  the  approval of new projects .  Also, the non-admission of new members 
has resu l ted  i n  'the lack of contribution by "new blood" to the 'Program, thus 
perpetuating the par t ic ipa t ion  of centers whose main i n t e r e s t  i n  population 
s tudies  can be considered l e s s  re levant .  
The re la t ionship between the Central Unit and the Program Committee, 
a s  mentioned before, has l e d  t o  a s t a t e  of h o s t i l i t y  with adverse e f fec t s ,  
perceived not only in t e rna l ly  but  a l s o  a t  the l e v e l  of the  s c i e n t i f i c  com- 
munity outside of the  Program. 
6. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The members of the  Evaluation Panel considered it necessary t o  
begin this l a s t  sec t ion  emphasizing t he  Panel ' s  conclusion that '  PISPAL 
i s  a Latin American i n i t i a t i v e  e s s en t i a l l y  responsive t o  t he  des i re  of 
t he  region's  inves t iga to rs  involved i n  soc i a l  s tud ies  on population problems, 
t o  st imulate and i n t e n s i e  s c i e n t i f i c  r e f l e c t i on  of these  themes i n  a manner 
which f i t s  Latin American r e a l i t y  and meets t h e  nat ional  and regional  in- 
t e r e  st s. 
PISPAL a s  a program in t eg ra t e s  many d i f fe ren t  functions: f inancing 
research p ro jec t s ;  ge t t i ng  exper ts  together through i t s  workshops and seminars; 
providing t echn ica l  a ss i s t ance  and disseminating the  r e s u l t s  of  all of  i t s  
a c t i v i t i e s .  (l'hea e functions f a c i l i t a t e  new and r e a l i s t i c  planning f o r  t h e  
C most ambitious of i t s  Program' s object ives ,  t h a t  of generating a Lat in  
American s c i e n t i f i c  concept of population problems which would be useful  
i n  the  formulation of appropriate p o l i c i e s  i n  t h i s  a rea .  We should a l s o  
add t o  this, the  innovative character  of t h e  Program, insofar  a s  PISPAL i s  
being managed, from i t s  general  d i rec t ion  t o  each spec i f i c  a c t i v i t y  by Lat in  
American experts .  This makes it poss ible  t o  channel i n t e rna t i ona l  funds coming 
from outs ide  the  regfon, based on a standard,  which by its o r i g in ,  r e f l e c t s  
b e t t e r  t he  needs of t he  region. Because of  all the  above, PISPAL can be used 
a s  a model f o r  t h e  development of programs i n  o ther  s o c i a l  research areas  i n  
Latin America. 
We should a l s o  make it c l e a r  tha t ,dur ing  all the  interviews ca r r i ed  
out by t h e  Panel, e i t h e r  with s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  or  w i t h  governmental o f f i c i a l s  
who a re  responsible f o r  developing s t r a t e g i e s  regarding population problems, 
the idea ,of PISPAL was always pos i t i ve ly  valued and unquestionably supported, 
even i n  those cases where the  information on the  Program was inadequate o r  
too general .  It i s  evident  t h a t  i n  t h i s  regard, the  c rea t ion  of PISPAL 
responds t o  an ac tua l  need of the  Latin American s c i e n t i f i c  community and 
governmental c i r c l e s  concerned wi th  t he  population problems. 
Because of t he  above, the following recommencations should only be 
understood a s  an e f f o r t  t o  f i n d  means t o  improve PISPAL's functioning and 
increase i t s  accomplishments. We have l im i t ed  ourselves ,here,  t o  present  
recommendations on t h e  more important f ac to rs ;  .in the  text of the  repor t  
we have included i n  addi t ion sane e x p l i c i t  and impl ic i t  recommendations 
on other aspects .  
6.1 Expansion of the  PISPAL I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Base 
It i s  necessary t o  expand a s  soon a s  poss ible  the number o f  research 
6 W  cen t e r s  pa r t i c i pa t i ng  a s  member cen te r s  of  t h e  Program. The Panel got  i n  
touch with severa l  centers  (and it i s  evident  t h a t  the re  a r e  o thers  i n  the  
region) t h a t  expressed i n t e r e s t  i n  formally and f u l l y  a f f i l i a t i n g  with PISPAL. 
These have the  necessary number of exper ts  and conduct s o c i a l  research pro- 
j e c t s  on population problems a s  a regular  and important p a r t  of t h e i r  
a c t i v i t i e s .  
The Program Cornit tee should do the  following: a )  def ine  i n  d e t a i l  
t h e  r equ i s i t e s  f o r  admission, e i t h e r  as a member center  o r  a s  an associa te  
member center; b)  e s t ab l i sh  i n  a c l e a r  way t he  obl igat ions  and r i g h t s  of 
t h e  cen te r s  i n  each category; c )  make t h i s  information ava i lab le  t o  a l l  
cexiters i n t e r e s t ed  o r  po t en t i a l l y  i n t e r e s t ed  i n  a f f i l i a t i n g  with t h e  Program. 
These spec i f i ca t ions  would completely e l iminate  t he  present  PISPAL image as t h a t  
of a closed group and would a l s o  permit t h e  expansion of i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
base with t h e  r e su l t an t  extension of t h e  Progran's r e s u l t s  throughout the  
region. 
It should be emphasized t h a t  some of t h e  count r i es  which a t  t h i s  
time require  g rea te r  impetus i n  soc i a l  research on population problems, 
because they a re  i n  the  process of fomulating po l i c i e s  i n  t h i s  area ,  do not  
have any of t h e i r  country centers  represented within PISPAL. The Program 
Committee should take t h i s  f a c t  i n t o  considerat ion and take appropriate 
measures f o r  t h e i r  incorporation. I n  some cases it mlght be necessary t o  
arrange means of providing t echn ica l  ass is tance  t o  these  centers t o  strengthen 
t h e i r  research c a p a b i l i t i e s  on population problems; during t h i s  b r i e f  period 
such centers  could become a f f i l i a t e d  with t he  Program a s  assoc ia te  members, 
Other research centers ,  i n  con t ras t ,  meet t he  condit ions t o  be admitted i m -  
mediately as f u l l  PISPAL members. 
Enlarging t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  base of t h e  Program could r e s u l t  i n  a 
need f o r  more f inanci ,a l  resources;  t h i s  should be an t ic ipa ted  i n  due time, 
espec ia l ly  i f  new sources of funding f o r  PISPAL are found. 
6.2 PISPALt.s Assembly and the  Program Committee 
Increasing t h e  nmber  of PISPAL member centers  would necess i t a te  a 
modification i n  the  composition of  t h e  Program Committee inasmuch as the  
unlimited enlargement would immediately reduce t h e  Committee's e f f i c iency  
and operating capacity. We consequently suggest t h n t  a l l  of the  f u l l  member 
centers  a f f i l i a t e d  with PISPAL form an Assembly. This new oremi would be 
the  programt s pol icy  board, responsible f o r  approving i t s  work plan and f o r  
s e t t i n g  general  guidelines f o r  i t s  d i rec t ion  and development, a s  well a s  f o r  
(*I e lec t ing  t he  members of t h e  Program Committee. The Assembly would meet every 
two years. 
Thr Program Commit,tee would be considered the  arm .and the repre- 
-sentat ive of the Assembly, and would have the  r e spons ib i l i t y  o f  supervising 
the  progress of t h e  work plan and of making .the decisions ad referendum of 
the  Assembly. The Committee's functions should be c l ea r l y  defined both i n  
terms of i t s  re la t ionsh ip  with t h e  Assembly a s  well  a s  with t h e  Executive 
Sec r e t a r i a t  ( see  Item # 6.3). We consider the  existence of t h i s  interme- 
d i a t e  agency e s s e n t i a l  i n  order t o  simplify the  Program's procedures and 
avoid, a t  the  same time, t he  r i s k s  of  personal decis ions  unrepresentat ive 
from the  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  member centers .  
The Program Committee should meet a t  l e a s t  twice a year.  The Program 
Committee could be formed by s i x  representa t ives  e l e c t ed  by the  Assembly, 
the  Coordinator of PISPAL ( see  Item #6.3) and the donors' represneta t ive;  
L t h i s  las t  individual  would have t h e  r i g h t  t o  express opinions but not the  
r i g h t  t b  vote. A l l  t he  centers  a f f i l i a t e d  a s  full-members would have the 
r igh t  t o  e l e c t  and be e lec ted  a s  members o f  the  Program Committee, without 
any kind o f  spec i a l  treatment f o r  the  founders. 
6.3 The Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  and The Coordinator of the Program 
We recomend the  conversion of the  ac tua l  Central  Unit t o  an Executive 
Sec r e t a r i a t .  The change i n  name would r e f l e c t  more accurate ly  t h e  functions 
assigned t o  t h a t  agency within the general  scheme of t h e  Program. I n  t h i s  
regard, we have considered two poss ible  a l t e rna t i ve s  which would imply f o r  
t he  Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  a  d i f f e r en t  r o l e  and a d i f f e r en t  order of p r i o r i t y  
i n  i ts  assigned functions.  
Al ternat ive  "A" . The Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  i s  cons t i tu ted  as a 
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working team composed o f  t he  best qua l i f i ed  experts  ( 4  o r  5 )  of Latin America 
i n  the  a rea  o f  s o c i a l  . research on. population problems. This expert  group, 
together with a team of young col laborators  whom are being t r a i ned  i n  t h i s  
type of research,  would assume i n  a short period of  time, the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
leadership needed f o r  t h e  formulation and implementation o f  an advanced 
and innovative soc i a l  research program on re levan t  population problems i n  
La t in  America. Its main f'unction would be, i n  o the r  words, t o  l e ad  and 
mobilize Latin American e f f o r t s  t o  produce appropriate population concepts - 
a "PISPAL concept". 
This option,  which we considered t o  be the  i d e a l  one f o r  t he  bes t  
functioning of t he  Program, could f a i l  i f  the  be s t  Lat in  American experts 
could not be ava i l ab le  t o  become full-time members of t h e  lkecut ive  Secre- 
t a r i a t  f o r  a period not  l e s s  than two years;  i f  t h i s  were t he  case, t h i s  
b scheme would no t  work. 
Al ternat ive  "B". We see it i n  terms of a group whose main function 
would be t h a t  of  encouraging and obtaining the  pa r t i c i pa t i on  of the  best-  
qua l i f i ed  experts  of  t h e  region i n  the  formulation of t h e  "PISPAL concept", 
with t he  understanding t h a t  such inves t iga to rs  would not  be committed f u l l -  
time t o  the  du t ies  of  t h e  Executive Sec r e t a r i a t .  The i n t e l l e c t u a l  leader- 
sh ip  would be obtained, then, by contract ing f o r  papers on top ics  se lec ted  
by PISPAL; such papers would be prepared by t h e  be s t  qua l i f i ed  exper t s ,  
discussed and analyzed a t  seminars and workshops organized by t h e  Executive 
Secre tn r ia t  and, f i n a l l y  extensively  disoen~inntcd by t l ~ c  Sccretal.iut a5 bnsic 
papers f o r  guiding s o c i a l  research on populntior~ probl-cms l ~ e l c v n i ~ t  t o  popu- 
l a t i o n  p o l i c i e s  i n  Latin America. 
C I n  order t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  conceptual d i f ferences  of each a l t e rna t i ve  
f o r  t h e  Executive Sec r e t a r i a t ,  we prepared a summa3.y comparison of t h e i r  
f h c t i o n s  by order of p r i o r i t y :  
Al ternat ive  "A" 
1) Conduct research and generate 
t he  bas ic  t heo re t i c a l  ideas  f o r  
guiding the  Program. 
2) Provide technical  ass is tance  t o  t he  
member centers.  
3 )  Organize seminars and workshops. 
b 4) Evaluate and follow-up the p ro jec t s  
financed by PISPAL. 
Al ternat ive  "B" 
1) Promote t he  preparation of 
b a s i s  papers. 
2) Organize seminars and workshops. 
3) Pa r t i c i pa t e  i n  the  evaluat ion and 
follow-up of t h e  p ro jec t s  financed 
by PISPAL. 
4) Provide t echn ica l  ass is tance  t o  
the  centers ,  d i r e c t l y  or  through 
h i r ed  consultants .  
We have l e f t  ou t  t h e  administrat ive functions which i n  e i t h e r  option 
the  Ekecutive Sec r e t a r i a t  would have t o  ca r ry  out through the  appropriate 
un i t .  
In  summary, the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  leadership t h a t  should be maintained by  
PISPAL i n  t he  a rea  of population s t ud i e s  could be a t t a i ned  i n  one case 
through t h e  d i r e c t  work of the Executive Sec r e t a r i a t ;  i n  t he  second option, 
the Sec r e t a r i a t  would function as a promoter and a conveyor of the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
work ca r r i ed  out  by t h e  non-aff i l ia ted ,  highly-qualified exper ts .  
I n  e i t h e r  option, t he  Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  would have a s  a leader  
the  Program Coordinator, a highly qua l i f i ed  expert  who would function a s  a 
c en t r a l  f i gu re  f o r  mobilizing Lat in  American resources required f o r  developing 
the  "PISPAL concept". H i s  s pec i f i c  functions and h i s  author i ty  would be 
d i f f e r e n t ,  depending on the  form of t h e  S e c r e t a r i a t ,  and should be c l ea r l y  
defined. It would be the  r e spons ib i l i t y  of t h e  Coordinator, i n  e i t h e r  case,  
t o  promote research p ro jec t s  within t he  region i n  accordance with the  bas ic  
guidelines defined by PISPAL. 
The Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  would be located i n  t he  o f f i c e s  of one of 
t he  research centers  o f  t he  region, pa r t i cu l a r l y  i n  t he  f i r s t  option,  s ince 
this would provide more opportunity f o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  emchange with o ther  
experts;  i n  Al ternat ive  "B" it would be poss ible  t o  have the  Executive 
Sec r e t a r i a t  loca ted  independently from a host  center .  I n  any event,  it would 
be  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  t he  re la t ionsh ip  between t h e  S e c r e t a r i a t  and the  po t en t i a l  
host  center  be  c l e a r l y  defined so t h a t  . no problems would occur i n  the 
future  performance of t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s .  
We would a l so  l i k e  t o  po in t  ou t  a f i n a l  difference which r e f e r s  t o  the  
par t i c ipa t ion  of t h e  Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  i n  t he  evaluation of p ro j ec t s  
requesting f i nanc i a l  ass is tance .  I n  Al ternat ive  "A" it should be assumed 
t h a t  t h e  Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  would be pe r f ec t l y  capable of carrying out 
the  evaluations d i r ec t l y ,  guided only by t h e  general  guidel ines  defined by 
the  Assembly and, i n  some ins tances ,  consult ing with t he  Program Committee. 
I n  Alternative "B" , the  evaluation a c t i v i t y  would be t he  r e spons ib i l i t y  of 
t h e  Committee, of which t h e  Coordinator i s  a l so  a member; t h e  Sec r e t a r i a t ,  
a s  now occurs wi th  the  Central Unit,  would review the  proposals  and 
hiw 
submit i t s  judgment. I n  both cases,  the  approval f o r  f i nanc i a l  support 
should come from the  Program Committee. The Program Coordinator might have 
b the  au thor i ty  t o  approve d i r e c t l y  t h e  f inancing o f  those p ro j ec t s  requesting 
l e s s  than a c e r t a i n  amount of money ( for  example up t o  $10,000) i n  order t o  
speed up t h i s  process. 
6.4 The Promotion of Pro jec t s  
The Executive Sec r e t a r i a t  should take the  i n i t i a t i v e  i n  promoting 
research p ro jec t s  which would advance, i n  general ,  the  progress of t h e  
Program. This means a more aggressive pol icy  which would r e l y  l e s s  on 
individual  i n i t i a t i v e s  and more on t he  needs a r i s i n g  from t h e  development 
of PISPAL. This would not mean closing t he  door on innovative and experi- 
mental p ro jec t s  i n  per ipheral  areas;  the  Program should support such e f f o r t s  
i n  order t o  avoid narrowing i t s  v i s i on  and t o  generate,  ins tead,  p a r a l l e l  
and complementary views which would enr ich  i ts  own perspective. 
b 
6.5 Dissemination of PISPAL Results  and Ava i lab i l i ty  of S~me  a s  Po ten t ia l  
Inputs f o r  t he  Formulation of Population Po l ic ies .  
The members of  the  Evaluation Panel place g r ea t  importance on tile need 
f o r  PISPAL t o  f ind  adequate means t o  guarantee an information system of  
broad coverage of t he  Program i t s e l f  and i t s  achieved r e su l t s .  In t h i s  
regard, the  task  of  enlarging i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  base should be preceded 
by an informational campaign i n  order t o  reach within the  region a s  many 
research centers  and i n t e r e s t ed  governmental agencies as  poss ib le ,  e i t h e r  
by mailing publ ica t ions  and papers o r  whenever poss ible ,  through personal  
contact ,  a task  i n  which t h e  a f f i l i a t e  centern could be 'very he lp fu l ,  
The conduct of soc i a l  research i n  Latin America i s  perceived i n  
d i f f e r en t  ways i n  various countries.  I n  some na t iona l  contexts there  is  
l i t t l e  incentive fo r  o r  frank h o s t i l i t y  toward soc ia l  research i n  general, 
although not necessari ly i n  r e l a t i on  t o  population s tudies;  i n  others ,  
there  m e  incentive and demand f o r  t h i s  type of research, but the ex is t ing  
center; a re  not deviloped enough t o  take advantage of the  favorable condi- 
t ions;  only a few countries have a s t ab l e  enough i n s t i t u t i o n a l  base t o  
guarantee the proper undertaking of research.  PISPAL's possible r o l e  i n  
each context would be necessarily d i f fe ren t ,  thus the general information 
on the  Program should be complemented with the  poss ib i l i t y  of d i r ec t  and 
personal comunications through which it would be possible t o  f ind f r u i t f u l  
ways of cooperating i n  accor2ance with each center ' s  c i rcmstances .  
The decision t o  form an e d i t o r i a l  corn i t tee ,  made by the Program 
C d t t e e  at i t s  l a s t  meeting i n  Mexico City, should make it possible t o  
have a comprehensive policy regarding PISPAL's publications.  The dissernina- 
C 
t i on  of these mater ia ls  presents a serious problem, thus we suggest t he  
convenience of using several  complementary means: comerc ia l  publishing 
houses, publication i n  journals (such as,  Economia y Demografia, Estudios de 
Poblacion, e t c . )  and d i r e c t  mailing t o  a s  many research centers and govern- 
mental agencies a s  possible; t h i s  campaign would have t o  be subsidized 
necessarily by the Program's own funds. 
We understand t h a t  it i s  not the  function of PISPAL t o  collaborate 
d i rec t ly  with governmental agencies i n  the formulation of population pol ic ies ,  
but it i s  one of i t s  objectives t h a t  the r e su l t s  of i ts a c t i v i t i e s  be used i n  
the formulation of such pol ic ies .  I n  this sense, a special  e f fo r t  i s  required 
on the  pa r t  of the Executive Secre ta r ia t  t o  make available the Program's 
publication t o  governmental agencies. This task would be enormously helped 
by organizing periodic technical  meetings attended not only by the experts 
but a l so  by governemntal o f f i c e r s  involved i n  population po l i c i e s .  These 
meetings would be informative, and bene f i c i a l  t o  both the  gover~lmental 
o f f i c e r s  and the  researchers .  
6.6 PISPAL and CLACSO 
I t  i s  evident  t h a t  t he  o f f i c i a l  r e la t ionsh ip  between PISPAL and 
CLACSO a r e  ambiguous. That re la t ionsh ip  should be .redefined keeping : i n  
mind t h a t  the  locat ion of PISPAL within CLACSO has been the  only and 
the  bes t  p o s s i b i l i t y  for  contact  wi th  t h e  Latin American academic community 
o f  s o c i a l  sciences,  and has provided it the  opportunity t o  become widely 
known which otherwise would not  have been poss ible .  The Panel does not 
th ink  it i s  appropriate t o  make a de f i n i t e  proposit ion regarding t h i s  mat ter ,  
s ince  it involves another i n s t i t u t i o n .  However, it does recommend t h a t  
b t h i s  problem be approached i n  conjunction wi th  t he  a u t h o r i t i e s  o f  CLACSO 
i n  order t o  f i nd  a formula which would guarantee PISPAL's continued loca- 
t i o n  within CLACSO, but a t  the  same time el iminating the  current  confusion 
i n  the re la t ionsh ip .  
6.7 FINAL CONCLUSION 
The Evaluation Panel is  aware of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  c e r t a i n  of 
t he  c r i t i c i sms  about the  Program can be considered t oo  harsh and i n  some 
cases un jus t i f i ed .  Perhaps, i n  many ins tances ,  throughout t h i s  r epor t ,  we 
d id  not emphasize enough the pos i t ive  r e s u l t s ,  but  we wanted t o  concentrate 
on those po in t s  which seemed t o  be more de f i c i en t .  We have done so ,  because 
we a r e  completely convinced t h a t  the re  is  g r ea t  i n t e r e s t  on the  p a r t  of  a l l  
a c to r s  involved wi th  PISPAL t o  proceed with t he  Program, cor rec t ing  i t s  
L def ic ienc ies  and reformulating,  if necessary, those points  which seem t o  
be the  weakest. The Panel i s  convinced t h a t  t h i s  evaluation was not 
requested wi th  "another i n t e r e s t " ,  t h a t  i s  i n  order  t o  support decisions 
already made. 
A t  no time, have we found any type of personal  motivations on 
the p a r t  of the  ac to rs  of the  Progrem and we believe t h a t  a l o t  of t h e  
l e s s  pos i t ive  r e s u l t s  a re  due t o  organizat ional  and operat ional  problems 
which can be corrected with a l i t t l e  e f f o r t ,  without changing t h e  bas ic  
character  of the  Program. None of t h e  c r i t i c i sms  mentioned i n  this 
report  r e f e r  t o  PISPAL1s philosophy and we a r e  convinced t h a t  i t s  most 
pos i t i ve  r e s u l t s  could hardly have been accomplished through another 
program based on d i f f e r e n t  parameters. 
For a l l  t h e  comments made i n  t h i s  r epo r t ,  it i s  apparent t h a t  the re  
i s  s t i l l  a l o t  t o  be done within the  perspective of  PISPAL. I t s  contribu- 
t i o n s  w i l l  be very valuable not  only t o  t h e  Latin American academic community, 
but  a lso ,  and especia l ly ,  t o  t he  e n t i r e  populat ion of the  region. 
The Evaluation Panel recommends emphatically t h e  continuation of 
t he  Program and hope t h a t  i t s  c r i t i c i sm  as suggestions w i l l  be of help 
so t h a t  t he  Program can reach, i n  a more e f f i c i e n t  way and i n  a shor te r  
period of time, i ts  object ives ,  with which t he  Panel is  f u l l y  i den t i f i ed .  
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